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ABSTRACT

Zhou, Yan. M.S., Purdue University, May 2014. An Exploratory Study of Hotel Manager
Side-taking Behaviors and its Influence on Employee Unfairness Perception and
Negative Emotion. Major Professor: Annmarie Nicely.

It is not rare that hotel managers show inconsistent attitudes and behaviors in front of
customers and employees in their daily work. With limited time and resource, sometimes
it is inevitable that hotel managers present certain tendencies to side with one party over
the other when service failures occur between the two groups. However, in academia few
studies have discussed these side-taking phenomena. The present researcher conducted an
exploratory study about their definition and influence on hotel employees. Two videobased experiments were conducted and their results testified to the hypotheses that hotel
managers’ side-taking behaviors can lead to employee perceptions of unfairness and
negative emotions such as anger, hostility, shame and guilt.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

1.1

Introduction

“We are ladies and gentlemen serving ladies and gentlemen.”
Motto of the Ritz-Carlton Hotels & Resorts
The conventional wisdom in the hospitality industry is that a hotel manager must put
his/her customers first. The recent view has a different perspective but with the same goal:
when a hotel manager puts the employees first, the customers will ultimately come first
and gain the greatest benefit (Nayar, 2010; Rosenbluth, 2002). Most hotel managers hope
that their management can make both employees and customers feel delighted during the
service process. However, it is sometimes inevitable that they have to express preference
for one party over the other because of limited material resources and fixed psychological
energy (Bolton & Houlihan, 2010). Different from other studies on customer perspectives,
the present study is interested in employees’ reactions to such hotel manager preferential
behaviors, behaviors towards customers or towards employees.

Although the concept “internal customer satisfaction” introduces a possibility that
companies can improve their customer satisfaction through supporting their employees as
“internal customers’” (Schmalensee, 1991), events where managers ally with
customers/employees against employees/customers still occur occasionally in real life. A
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widespread example of “manager-customer alliance” is when managers impose
expression regulations on employees as a way to improve their customer service
performance, even though this forced behavior has been proven to exacerbate employees’
stress, burnout and inauthenticity perception (Rosenthal, 2004; Foster & Hoggett, 1999;
Hochschild, 1983; Taylor & Bain, 1999; Van Maanan & Kunda, 1989). Cases that imply
“manager-employee alliance” were also occasionally observed at fast-food restaurants,
insurance companies, and call centers where service workers used the company rules to
mislead customers to purchase or refuse their requirements (Leidner, 1991; Van de Broek,
2001). Such situations suggest that managers’ powerless moments exist and hence the
need for research about the two main types of manager preferential behaviors: customeroriented behaviors and employee-oriented behaviors.

However, relevant studies of such preferential behaviors are quite new in the literature,
not to mention those discussing their influences on hotel employees. The current author
will explore one of the possible consequences, employee unfairness perception. There are
many studies discussing the origins of employee injustice: lack of support from the
organization (He, Lai & Lu, 2011; Frenkel, Li & Restubog, 2012), customer mistreatment
(Skarlicki & Jaarsveld, 2008), and disrespectful manager behaviors (Colquitt, 2001;
Barling & Phillips, 1993; Lind, Kray & Thompson, 2001). However, researchers often
focused on unfair events involving a single direct perpetrator, either managers or
customers, but overlooked situations where perpetrators may involve both at the same
time. Also, only situations where unfairness perception derived from the managers’ brutal
mistreatments were studied. Cases that employees felt to be unfair because of the
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managers’ discrepant treatments with other stakeholders (e.g. customers) were ignored
(Bolton, 2005; Lind, 2001; Rupp, 2011). Moreover, studies about employees’ unfairness
perception from the perspective of observers are needed, situations in which employees
were not victims of the unfair events but observers watching others (e.g. customers)
suffering from that. In the current study, the undetected areas will be explored
academically.

The reason that employee injustice is important is because it may precipitate people’s
negative emotions at work (Machleit & Eroglu, 2000), no matter whether such perception
derives from their own unfair experiences or others’ (Turillo, Folger, Lavelle, Umphress,
& Gee, 2002). Since there is ample research affirming the influence of negative emotions
on work-related indexes, such as on employee motivation (Erez & Isen, 2002), job
performance (Law, Wong, & Song, 2004), creativity (George & Zhou, 2002), and job
attitudes (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996), the current study avoided this and focused mainly
on the antecedent of such theoretical flow, in particular on the causality between
employee injustice and negative emotions.

Even if a solid relationship between injustice and negative emotion has been proven, little
literature has subdivided injustice and examined their effects of employees’ negative
emotions. In Barclay, Skarlicki and Pugh (2005)’s study, negative emotions were
distinguished between outward-focused (i.e. other-focused) and inward-focused (i.e. selffocused) ones. The former type of emotions includes anger and hostility, which arise
when individuals are direct victims of others’ unfair treatments (Tangney & Dearing,
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2002). The latter one consists of guilt and shame, which happen when individuals
observe others suffering from unfair treatments but have little ability to revise it
(Tangney & Fischer, 1995; Lazarus, 1991; Ortony, 1990). Inspired by the study, the
current researcher will adopt the same dichotomy of negative emotions and separately
analyze their subdivision correlations with two types of hotel employee injustice:
injustice from the perspective of the victim and injustice from the perspective of the
observer.

1.2

Purpose of the Study

The objective of the study was to explore hotel employees’ unfairness perception and
emotional change when their managers displayed customer and employee side-taking. To
achieve the goal, the current study answered the following questions: (1) What effect, if
any, would hotel managers’ customer and later employee side-taking behaviors have on
employees' unfairness perceptions as victims and later as observers; (2) What factors
would moderate this relationship; and (3) What effect would the employees' unfairness
perception as victims or as observers have on their negative inwardly-focused or
outwardly-focused emotions?

1.3

Significance of the Study

The present study may inspire managers to rethink their relationship with employees and
customers. Compared with managers in the manufacturing industry, hotel managers have
more opportunities for simultaneous contact with both employees and customers. It is
inevitable that managers show discrepant attitudes in front of employees and customers
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because of limited supplies and psychological energy. However, few studies have
discussed the consequences of such preferential behaviors on employee justice. Since
employees’ injustice perception has direct effects on employees’ negative emotions that
are highly related to job satisfaction, customer satisfaction, and job performance, the
study will potentially provide new insights for the efficiency of hotel management.

1.4

Scope of the Study

Since there are many studies discussing the consequences of employee negative emotions
in relation to job satisfaction, job performance and customer satisfaction (Brief & George,
1995; Hochschild, 1983; Pugliesi, 1999; Brotheridge & Grandey, 2002), the present study
did not examine that relationship but instead focused on exploring one of its possible
antecedents: employees’ unfairness perception; and the process of how such perceptions
emerged from managers’ preferential behaviors (i.e. managers customer side-taking
behaviors and managers’ employee side-taking behaviors).

1.5

Definition of Key Terms

Side-taking. A choice that individuals in the role of outsider need to make about which
side they will support in a conflict (Yang & Van de Vliert, 2011).

Favoritism. The phenomenon where people hold positive opinions or behave more
friendly towards one person or group because they both share the same features or the
other side belongs to a higher social status (Kwon, 2006; Hippel, 2006).
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Hotel managers’ customer side-taking/employee side-taking behaviors. It is a concept
newly defined in the current study describing the managers’ preferential behaviors
towards customers or employees.

Unfairness perception. In an employment relationship, unfairness perception is
employees’ subjective feelings about moral contract violations, especially violations
concerning interpersonal treatments at work (Harlos & Pinder, 2000).

Outward-focused negative emotions. Outward-focused negative emotions, including
anger and hostility, occur when individuals assert that others be held accountable for
injustice (Tangney & Dearing, 2002).

Inward-focused negative emotions. Inward-focused negative emotions are defined as selfconscious emotions such as guilt and shame. They occur when individuals receive
negative evaluations about themselves or other people with whom they are closely
affiliated or identified (Fischer & Tangney, 1995; Lazarus, 1991; Ortony, 1990).

1.6

Structure of the Study

The current study proceeds as follows. Chapter two introduces previous research
concerning relevant issues on the topic. Chapter three presents the methodology used to
gather and analyze the study’s data, which includes but not limited to the: sample used,
experiment design, instrument, and data collection. Chapter four reports the study’s
findings. All relationships are discussed from two perspectives: hotel managers behaving
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with customer side-taking or behaving with employee side-taking, as shown in Figure 1.
Chapter five concludes with the findings from chapter 4 and highlights future research
opportunities.

8

Figure 1 The direction of the study
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CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW

Chapter two reviews the literature on hotel managers’ side-taking behaviors, their
influences on employees’ unfairness perception and negative emotions, and moderators
likely to modify such influences. Since the concept of managers’ side-taking behaviors is
relatively new to the literature, its theorization is crucial for the discussions to be ensued.
In the chapter, the present author first testifies to its inevitability in industry based on the
vicissitudes of manager-employee-customer power relations, and then conceptualizes a
definition and entitles it “managers’ side-taking behaviors” based on extant studies about
both “side-taking” and “favoritism” (Yang, van de Vliert, Shi & Huang, 2008; Kwon,
2005; Hippel, 2006). Then the causality between the newly-created concept and
employee unfairness perception and between employee unfairness perception and
negative emotions will be discussed.

2.1

Manager Power Relations in Service Triangle

Unlike managers in other industries, hotel managers have a strong possibility of
communicating with both employees and customers simultaneously. As described by
Mullins and Davies (1991, p. 24), a hotel manager “continually has to mix with people
and is very much the person in the middle. This involves taking flak from all directions –
customers, staff, directors, owners – and seeing their different points of view”. The
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unique feature of their work function decides that they need to maintain balance among
the requirements of different stakeholders, especially those from customers and
employees.

Most research concentrates on employee-customer or manager-employee dyad
interactions but ignores the triad ones among the three stakeholders – employee,
customer, and manager. As Lopez (2010) suggested, academic focus on customer service
should be transferred from the dyad relationship (employee-customer) into the triad one
(manager-employee-customer). The earliest study relevant to such a gap was the
proposition of “internal customers” and “external customers” in the marketing research
area. It stated that managers should consider their subordinates as “internal customers”
and transfer their satisfaction about work into customer satisfaction about the
consumption process with employees involved (Conduit & Mavondo, 2001). In 2000,
McCammon and Griffin clarified that managers’ behavioral and emotional control of
employees could affect employees’ job performance in front of the customers. Both
Conduit’s and McCammon’s studies discussed the sequential influence of the manager on
employees and its successive effect on customers, expanding the research horizon of
management into a new dimension where all important stakeholders are considered.

In the studies to be explored, the concept of the service triangle was raised to present a
more comprehensive look at the interactions among managers, employees, and customers.
Within the triangle, each party plays a boundary role with the other two parties and their
inner interactions have a reciprocal and spillover effect (Bolton & Houlihan, 2010). It
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means that the treatment from one party can lead backward toward the original source
(reciprocal effect), or forward toward the next party and affect whoever is involved in the
service path (spillover effect) (Bolton & Houlihan, 2010).

In the customer service research area, utilization of the concept is relatively new. Bolton
and Houlihan (2010) once used the word “triangle dramas” to describe service managers’
struggle with the conflict between company cost and customer satisfaction. Folger, Ford,
Bardes, and Dickson (2010) proposed a triangle model of fairness linking organizational
justice with service encounters, shown in Figure 2. Their framework broadened the use of
the marketing triangle in the customer service area and identified three potential sources
and targets of unfair treatments: the organization, its external stakeholders (e.g.
customers), and employees. Folger et al.’s (2010) work indicated that unfair treatments
and perceptions could begin from any stakeholder at the point of the triangle and be
contagious to the next in either direction or in both directions of the arrows.

Although the triangle model of fairness extended unfairness channeling from the prior
model “organization to employees to customers” to a new one “customers to employees
to organization” (Folger et al., 2010), the construct still limits the unfairness contagion
within a linear transferal process, beginning from a single party to another by the origin’s
unfriendly treatments. Inspired by the findings, the present researcher anticipated that the
channeling could simultaneously begin from two parties instead of one if the third party
regards the interactions between the two parties as more favorable than the ones
occurring to them. One frequent case that can represent the assumption is that managers
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in the customer service industry treat customers more favorably than employees; so can
the occasional situation where managers are partial to their subordinates instead of their
customers.

Customer

Employee

Organization

Figure 2 Triangle model of unfairness

As the party who owns resources, managers inevitably get involved in the interest
conflicts that occur in the service triangle. Their management challenges are addressed
when they need to mediate the interest allocation between customers and employees. The
challenges are derived from three perspectives: nature of the service, challenge of the
bureaucracy structure, and requirement of cost and quality. Service work by nature is
intangible, immediate, and unable to “preproduce”. This characteristic complicates the
manager’s decision-making process and increases its uncertainty (Bolton & Houlihan,
2010). A manager may not have enough time to solve problems with measures specific to
the situations but follow the preexisting policy or experience. Bureaucracy structure is
another source of powerlessness for managers. Individual managers need to navigate and
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reconcile demands from above and below and mediate between upper strategy and daily
operation (Bolton & Houlihan, 2010). The inner organizational contradictions or
politicization result in the manager’s difficulty in coordinating the resources (Teulings,
1985). Besides difficulties from service nature and structural challenge, managers in the
service industry also need to face the dilemma of customer service quality and company
efficiency (Bolton & Houlihan, 2010).

These challenges limit managers’ access to information, resources, and lines of support.
It causes the managers’ powerless moments when dealing with conflicts (Kanter, 1989).
Because of the powerless moments, managers sometimes have to take a side between
customers and employees instead of pleasing everyone with the fixed resources. Just as
Bolton and Houlihan (2010) described in his study, front-line managers are not “distant
figures” but “people in the middle”; “they are situated in the moment-by-moment
dynamic of the worker-employee- customer triangle, where…it may be to frustrated
customers and frontline workers”. They may exercise “operative control” of the
production process but do not have access to “allocative control” over strategic resources
(Bolton & Houlihan, 2010, p. 382).

Because of manager powerlessness, a manager’s decision about how to mediate a conflict
is influenced by the disputants’ power status in the conflict. On one hand, customers have
been empowered as “sovereign consumers” because of the increasing use of customer
satisfaction as measurement of employees’ and managers’ performance (Rosenthal, 2004).
As Bolton (2005, p. 687) described, customers “become the ‘moral center of the
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enterprising universe’ and a sweeping force for restructuring organizations and changing
employees’ behavior, especially that of the front-line service worker”. On the other hand,
the employee image as smiling docility or haggard exhaustion was criticized (Rosenthal,
2004). Rosenthal (2004) explored various ways by which employees use managers’
regulations to further their power over customers.

One manifestation of the influence of power allocation in the service triangle is the
interest alliance that managers have with customers or employees. Based on the study of
Leidner (1993) and Weatherly and Tansik (1993), the interests of the three stakeholders –
customers, managers, and employees – are sometimes shared and sometimes in
opposition. For example, in some situations, the interests of managers and customers
align against those of employees. In others, managers and employee’ interests may align
against customers.

In Leidner’s work (1993), the researcher stated the observation at McDonalds about how
manager interests are often aligned with customers. The solid support of this alignment is
the routine that managers impose on employees, helping regulate their service
interactions and maintain service quality. These controls include setting up expression
standards and providing scripted phrases for employees to greet the customers and ask for
repeat business. Although these rules are for “smiling, speed, and professionalism”
customer service (Leidner, 1993; p. 69), employees’ pleas for self-personalization may
cause struggles obeying the rules, which may lead to stress, burnout, and feelings of
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inauthenticity (Rosenthal, 2004; Foster & Hoggett, 1999; Hochschild, 1983; Taylor &
Bain, 1999; Van Maanan & Kunda, 1989).

In Leidner’s study (1993), the researcher found that service workers sometimes embrace
the rules or routines from their managers and use them as a rational response to refuse
customers. Also, in the case of the insurance company, the interests of the manager and
employees are more often aligned in the effort to persuade potential customers to buy
their insurance product. Van de Broek (2001) also reported the widespread phenomena of
“flicking” calls (hanging up or re-directing calls, requiring the customer to call back) at
two Australian call centers. Since “flicking” calls could avoid the efforts of employees
and the cost to the company, he assumed that it represented the alignment of employee
and management interests.

Building alliances with customers is reasonable for managers since the customers’
satisfaction is the crucial goal for the company and the managers. For instance, if the
percentage of loyal customers increased in a restaurant from 76 to 81 percent, the
property’s net profits are expected to double (Mattila, 2001). The more satisfied a
customer is by a restaurant service, the more likely he or she is to revisit it in the future or
recommend it to friends and acquaintances (Kivela, Inbakaran, & Reece 1999; Pettijohn,
Pettijohn, & Luke, 1997).

For the manager-employee alliance, the theory “internal favoritism” provides a rational
explanation, whereby people tend to favor in-group over out-group members in
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perspectives of attitude and behaviors (Turner, Brown, & Tajfel, 1979; Brewer & Brown,
1998). Within classic social balance theory (Turner et al., 1979; Brewer & Brown, 1998),
people tend to develop antagonistic feelings toward the party with whom they are not
familiar, but hold agreeable attitudes with the party in which they have a bonding
relationship. In the customer service industry, even if managers try to retain customer
loyalty, their colleague relationships with employees are long-term and consistent as well.
Therefore, one is not surprised that sometimes managers may choose to side with
employees rather than customers when conflicts occur.

2.2

Manager Side-taking Behaviors

Although the literature about manager alliances with customers or employees exists, no
study has discussed how such preference affects the manager’s image in front of the
employees. According to the dichotomy of manager-customer alliance and manageremployee alliance noted above, the present researcher assumes that there are two types of
managers’ preferential behaviors: preference towards customers and preference towards
employees. Since there is no direct concept describing such manager discrepant behaviors,
the most relevant concepts – “side – taking behaviors” and “favoritism” – will be used for
reference to construct the definitions for the present study.

2.2.1

Side-Taking Behaviors

For the third party, side-taking is considered the most frequent reaction to conflicts (Yang
et al., 2008). The phenomenon may be so common that no literature explicitly defines it.
Based on the explanation in Cambridge Dictionary of American Idioms, “taking
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somebody’s side” means “to agree with or support someone”. In the series of Yang et
al.’s (2007, 2008, 2009, 2011) studies about a lay third party’s side-taking preference, he
addressed several important features of “side-taking” behaviors. First, it is a making-achoice process by the outsider of the conflict to support the party in conflict. As Yang
and Van de Vliert (2011, p. 65) described, “When faced with disputes, controversies, and
disagreements, individuals in the role of outsider often need to make a choice about
which side they will support.” Second, the motives of taking sides with a specific party
could be varied: a “right-wrong” judgment based on the third party’s moral values (Tyler,
1990), the interpersonal relationship with the disputants (Yang et al., 2007), or the
interest in the conflicts (Thompson, Neale, & Sinaceur, 2004). Third, “side-taking” can
be manifested in terms of an agreement with one of the disputants, which can be the
expression of the supportive opinions or through the third party’s behaviors, such as “I
am going to support Arca’s choice” or voting for the presidential candidate who you
support (Yang et al., 2007). Since most conflicts happen because the disputants obstruct
and irritate each other by requiring resources, “side-taking” behavior is more about the
third party’s agreement with one disputant’s resource distribution suggestion (Rijn, 2009).

2.2.2

Favoritism

Another similar concept that can describe managers’ preferential behaviors is
“favoritism”. People hold positive opinions or behave more friendly towards one person
or group of people because they share the same characteristics, such as gender, age,
nationality, race, religion, or social or economic status (Kwon, 2006; Hippel, 2006).
Social identity theory proves the cogency of such “in-group favoritism”. It posits that
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people tend to favor others who are perceived as in-group members because of the need
for positive social identity. Because social identification is important for people to find
their positive self-concept, positive evaluation of others who belong to the same group
will help build this process (Tajfel & Turner, 2004). Since hotel managers and employees
work together in the same organization, employees may be identified by managers as “ingroup members” and get treated more favorably.

In addition to favoritism towards in-group members, system justification theory provides
evidence for its antithetical phenomenon, out-group favoritism (Dasgupta, 2004). Lowstatus groups sometimes show a bias in favor of the out-group members with high-status.
For example, in the case of gender, a female is considered belonging to a lower social
status than a male. Although women’s appraisal of themselves is positive compared with
how they evaluate men, their judgments change to negative when asked the roles of
women as leaders in an organization. Women as well as men are tested to both favor
male leaders rather than female ones (Rudman & Kilianski, 2000; Carpenter, 2001).
Adapted in the hotel service triangle, even if managers may identify their subordinates as
in-group members, the dominance of customers in the service process may still lead
managers to treat them more favorably than employees.

Most reviewed studies about favoritism put emphasis on absolute favoritism: that people
identify in-groups or out-groups simply by checking they have certain features or not;
features include age, gender, and nationality and so on (Dasgupta, 2004). Limited
research addresses situations of relative favoritism between two in-group members. For
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example, it remains unknown when hotel managers consider both employees and
customers as in-groups whether their treatments manifest a certain discrepancy or not.
Hippel (2006) indicated a possible explanation for that: the judgment for in-group
identity is subjective and depends on comparing with a relevant out-group (Hippel, 2006).
Therefore, the present author assumes that the underlying reasons for a manager’s
preferential behaviors have other subjective considerations: some managers may care
more about a solid manager-employment relationship so they side with the employees
more often, while some others may care more about improving customer loyalty so they
stand with the customers more often.

Even if one contends that both “favoritism” and “side-taking” have subjective judgments
as a foundation, some difference remains with their solidarity. If “side-taking” is a
decision specific to the circumstance, then favoritism is the consequence of a more
consistent perception. The latter cognition is derived from the solid attitude the third
party has towards certain groups of people. Such an attitude is relatively steady and longlasting in comparison to “side-taking” decisions. In addition to the judgment process, the
manifestations of “side-taking” and “favoritism” are distinct as well. From the literature,
the presentation of “side-taking” is the support decision that the third party holds for one
of the conflicting parties. However, favoritism can be illustrated in more comprehensive
ways. The implicit way includes the preferential intention and the explicit way includes
non-verbal or verbal behaviors (Dasgupta, 2004). Non-verbal manifestations include
indicators of friendliness (such as smiling, eye contact, and shorter spatial distance); the
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verbal ones include lingual descriptions about the favoritism target (such as positive
judgment and evaluation of the subjects who they favor).

2.2.3

Hotel Managers Side-Taking Behaviors

Although hotel managers’ preferential behaviors towards customers or towards
employees may be caused by different motives, one can see both features of “side-taking”
and “favoritism” in such behaviors. The decisions that hotel managers make may benefit
customers at the expense of hotel employees’ welfare (e.g. agree to customers’ extra
service requirements using the budget saved from refusing employees’ promotion needs).
Decisions like this include the manifestation of “side-taking” since “side-taking” is more
about the managers’ agreement with the favorable party’s resource distribution
suggestion, which may jeopardize the other’s benefits (Rijn, 2009). Besides taking one
party’s side, hotel managers may also show discrepant friendliness in front of the two
groups when dealing with their conflicts. In the literature, discrepant friendliness was
considered as one of the manifestations of “favoritism” (Dasgupta, 2004).

In this study, the author defines hotel managers’ preferential behaviors as ones which
include the characteristics of both “side-taking” and “favoritism”. Such behaviors are
decisional because they include decisions of supporting one party over the other in terms
of their benefit distribution (i.e. feature of “side-taking”); meanwhile, they are
interactional because people can perceive the other’s favorable/unfavorable attitude
towards them (i.e. feature of “favoritism”). The author named the behaviors that include
both features “hotel managers’ side-taking” behaviors. They include two types: ones
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favoring customers, defined as “hotel managers’ customer side-taking behaviors” and
ones favoring employees, defined as “hotel managers’ employee side-taking behaviors”.

2.3

Employee Unfairness Perception of Hotel Managers Side-Taking Behaviors

2.3.1

Manager Side-taking Behaviors and Employee Unfairness Perception

Fairness fundamentally means giving a person his or her due. In an employment
relationship, the unfairness feeling represents employees’ perceptions of moral contract
violation, especially violations concerning interpersonal treatments (Harlos & Pinder,
2000). Fairness implies simple adherence to expected norms, which the perceiver tends to
take for granted and fails to notice. The presence of unfairness highlights the need for
justice. Thus, a study in fairness normally uses unfairness as the dominant theme. It is
more salient to those who experience or perceive it (Rupp & Spencer, 2006). That is why
the present study is only interested in hotel employees’ unfairness perceptions rather than
fair ones.

In research about organizational science, justice rules are derived from scholars’ past
interests in objective measurement (which is what most individuals perceive) to
subjective evaluation (what each individual perceives) (Colquitt, 2001). Initially, the
concept of justice is referred to as distributive justice based on equity or equality (Adam,
1965). It is evaluated by the perceived fairness of employees about the comparison of
their input and outcome. Then Thibaut and Walker (1975) introduced the concept of
procedural justice in the legal and law arena. Their work focused primarily on disputant
reaction to legal procedures. Later, Leventhal and colleagues extended the concept of
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procedural justice into non-legal organizational settings (Leventhal, 1980; Leventhal,
Karuza, & Fry, 1980). Justice in organizations also could be described as the fairness of
the procedure used to determine outcome distributions (Cloquitt, 2001). Their study
established the criteria of procedural justice as perspectives of consistency, lack of bias,
correctability, representation, accuracy, and ethicality (Leventhal, 1980; Leventhal et al.,
1980). In 1986, Bies and Moag introduced the most recent advance in justice literature by
addressing the concept of interactional justice at the time. Most recently, interactional
justice has expanded by developing two types of subsets (Greenberg, 1990): interpersonal
justice reflects the degree to which people are treated with politeness, dignity, and respect
by authorities and third parties; and informational justice focuses on whether complete
explanations are provided for people to understand the distribution decision (Colquitt,
2001).

The reason that hotel managers’ side-taking behaviors may lead to employees’ unfairness
perception is because the manifestations of such behaviors correspond to some extent to
type-based injustice perceptions (i.e. distributive and interactional). Based on the
discussion above, the hotel managers’ side-taking behaviors in the present study include
two perspectives: decisional “side-taking” and attitudinal “favoritism”. The former is
more about resource allocation preference and the latter is about interactional friendliness
discrepancy. From the literature on (in)justice noted above, the two types of behaviors
correspondingly violate the standards of distributive justice and interactional justice.
When people take a side of one party in the conflict by agreeing to their requirements
without reasonable explanations, the arbitrary judgment may transgress distributive

23
justice (Van den Bos, 2011). Meanwhile if discrepant friendliness is presented towards
the parties in the conflict, the one who receives less friendly treatments may perceive
unfairness within the standard of interactional injustice. Therefore, if managers took sides,
and showed favoritism towards customers over employees or towards employees over
customers, the party who received unfavorable treatments may sequentially perceive
unfairness.

Other than the type-based injustice theory, multifoci justice theory can also explain the
potential causality between manager side-taking behaviors and employee unfairness. The
multifoci perspective claims that instead of the conventional injustice types (i.e.
distributive injustice, procedural injustice, and interactional injustice), the employee also
considers the sources or foci of injustice (such as organization, supervisor, coworker or
customer) as fair or unfair because individuals seek to hold some party accountable for
the violation of “rules” (i.e. the “types” of injustice) (Shao, Rupp, & Sakrlicki, 2013).
Hotel manager side-taking behavior, in the present context, is a concept including the
features that can be directed to both type-base injustice and source-based injustice. Not
only did its side-taking feature and favoritism feature correspond to distributive injustice
and interactional injustice; but also its agent of injustice was specified here as the hotel
manager. Based on the concept of bandwidth-fidelity (Cronbach, 1970; Cronbach &
Gleser, 1965), the prediction of employee unfairness should be optimized since the
predictor (i.e. hotel manager side-taking behaviors) covers the specified elements from
both injustice taxonomies (i.e. type-based injustice and source-based injustice).
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2.3.2

Event of Hotel Manager Behaving with Customer-side-taking

Concerning employees’ unfairness perception in the employee-customer dyadic
interactions, customers’ mistreatment towards employees was considered another source
of employees’ unfairness perception, except those sources from intra-organizational
members (Rupp, 2011). However, situations where customers, not as direct perpetrators,
lead to employees’ unfairness in certain ways were overlooked. One example that the
present researcher notes concerns events when hotel managers manifest customer-sidetaking behaviors. There are several theories supporting such an assumption that
discrepant manager behaviors may lead to employee unfairness. Tyler and Lind’s (1992)
relational model determined salient workers’ psychological needs for a sense of
belonging. The proposition has shown that employers’ neutrality in management
practices is a fairness sign for employees, which could convey the “perceiving” rights and
in-group respect to the employees. If managers show any deviance in their behaviors,
employees may perceive a breach of their trust-worthy relationship. Therefore,
employees care about managers’ preferential behaviors because they are indicative of the
extent to which they are valued by the organization.

Another proof is the fairness heuristic theory (Van den Bos, 2001). The theory states that
when the fairness heuristic process is engaged, a person will use information from a
variety of sources (i.e. interpersonal experience of identity-enhancing or identitydiminishing treatment, characteristics of formal rules and procedures, and distribution of
outcomes) to achieve the general fairness judgment about their treatments. Therefore, for
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hotel employees, how their managers treat the customers could be another index of their
own fairness perception.

A more recent theory that inspired the assumption is Rupp’s “look-in-around-out” model
(2011). The study reviewed the literature about the origins of employees’ (in)justice
perception and indicated a new opinion that employees’ (un)fairness feelings are derived
from comprehensive comparisons with varied objects in or out of the organization. For
instance, employees may perceive themselves as potential victims of organizational
injustice and their work unit as a target of collective mistreatment by upper management
(“look-in”); employees may act as the third-party observers of the justice-related
experiences of other individuals and groups (“look-around”); in the broadest case, they
may judge the fairness of acts of their company towards the external communities and
environments (“look-out”). Employees, therefore, look in, around, and out, to
comprehend their working experiences and formulate their self (in)justice determinations.
Therefore, the present author postulates that hotel employees may not only “look-in” but
also “look-around” and compare with customers’ treatments in order to navigate their
own (un)fairness perceptions.

2.3.3

Event of Hotel Manager Behaving with Employee-Side-taking

Hotel customers become “victims” of the managers’ employee-side-taking behaviors if
they side with their subordinates and refuse to meet the customers’ requirements. Such
behaviors also may cause hotel employees’ unfairness. As opposed to situations when
managers behave with customer-side-taking, unfairness is considered for hotel employees’
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perceptions for customers instead of for themselves. However, few studies directly
explored employee unfairness from such a perspective. As Skarlicki and Kulik (2004)
stated, theory and research concerning organizational justice only focus on the victim’s
perspective; the aspects of the third-party’s perspective have received little systematic
attention. Unfairness perception as the “third party” has been overlooked because it
“poses a challenge to justice formulations that presume all third-party concerns to be
motived by self-interest” (Skarlicki & Kulik, 2004, p. 190). However, some evidence
supporting how employees formulate their justice judgments as the third-party could be
indicated by other research.

Studies about third parties’ injustice consider how impartial individuals perceive others to
be treated (Rupp & Bell, 2010). Deonance theory explains why a third party (e.g. hotel
employees) commiserates with victims even though they do not have interpersonal
relationships or self-interest involvement. The concept of deonance originated from
Kantian ethics and has roots in the idea that individuals are compelled by categorical
imperatives or a priori universal ethical principles of an innate nature (Rupp & Bell,
2010). The empirical evidence that supports the deontic model is in the work of Rupp and
Bell (2010). Participants are given a resource poll (typically money) and asked to make
decisions about how to distribute the resource they own. The only information
influencing their decisions is how fairly the parties have been to others in past allocations.
It emphasizes that people ought to treat one another fairly because unfair treatment
violates the solid social norms and “fairness is a moral standard for evaluating conduct”
for moral reactions to injustice (Folger, 2001; Tripp, 2001). As Rupp and Bell
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emphasized, “the deontic model of justice and ethical behaviors proposes that people care
about justice simply for the sake of justice” (Rupp & Bell, 2010, p. 1).

2.3.4

Importance of Hotel Employee Perception of Fairness

Several theories have been developed to explain the motives of employees pursuing
fairness. Thibaut and Walker (1975) stated that fair treatments are seen as bestowing
control by employees and, with control, they believe that they can control the favorability
of outcomes. Other than the perceived control, Lind and Tyler’s (1988) “self-interest
model” explained that people seek opportunities to exercise their voice over decisionmaking procedures because that may lead to equitable outcomes or more favorable
outcomes (Greenberg & Folger, 1983).

Another reason people desire justice in a group could be explained by the “group-value
model” (Tyler, 1989). As Tyler (1989) explained: “…people expect an organization to
use neutral decision-making procedures enacted by trustworthy authorities so that, over
time, all group members will benefit fairly from being members of the group…” (p. 837).
Group members need to affirm their self-esteem from the group and the authorities by
being treated with respect, dignity, and politeness.

In addition to the rational consideration, the benefit of social exchange has been seen as
another type of motivation. Tyler and Lind’s (1992) relational model indicated that
belongingness is another psychological motive for employees to desire justice. Research
in the area of social exchange theory (Organ, 1988, 1990) has shown that the perception
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of justice, both from employers and employees, is the basis of equal social exchange
(Cropanzano & Rupp, 2008).

An even more temporary theory about the justice motive is the deontic model that argues
justice is the representation of an evolved human need for meaningful existence and the
tendency to punish those who violate the rights of others (Cropanzano, Goldman, &
Folger, 2003; Folger, 1994; Folger & Skarlicki, 2008). Other studies extended the model
and developed third-party justice theory as describing how individuals react to observing
others suffer from unjust treatment. Research has proven that third parties evoke strong
emotions when witnessing unjust treatment and expect punishment for transgressors,
even when they are not identified as the victims or are unharmed by the treatment
(Turillo et al., 2002).

Hypothesis 1a (shown in Figure 1): If hotel managers display customer-side-taking
behaviors, in view of hotel employees, then the employees’ unfairness perceptions of the
victims (employees here) would be significantly higher than when the hotel managers
display no side-taking behaviors towards either the employees or the customers.

Hypothesis 1b (shown in Figure 1): If hotel managers display employee-side-taking
behaviors, in view of hotel employees, then the employees’ unfairness perceptions of the
victims (customers here) would be significantly higher than when the hotel managers
display no side-taking behaviors towards either the employees or the customers.
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2.4

Moderators of Hotel Manager Side-taking Behaviors and Employee Unfairness
Perception
2.4.1

Hotel Culture

The present researcher contends that organizational culture could moderate the
relationship of hotel managers’ side-taking behaviors and employees’ unfairness
perception. Culture is a characteristic of an organization, not of individuals, but it is
manifested in and measured from the verbal and/or nonverbal behavior of individuals —
aggregated to the level of their organizational unit. One definition of an organizational
culture is “the collective programming of the mind which distinguishes the members of
one organization from another” (Hofstede 1991, p. 262). Erdogan, Liden, & Kraimer
(2006) described two reasons why an organizational culture can change employees’
unfairness perception. First, the culture has been conceptualized as a subjective schema
that presents how the world operates. The culture can guide employees to interpret and
explain managers’ behaviors. Second, the culture acts as a social control mechanism that
can correct deviation from social norms. Thus, employees from different hotel cultures
may perceive the same manager behaviors differently.

In Hofstede’s (1998) study about cross organizational culture, employee-oriented culture
versus job-oriented culture was used as one of the sub-dimensions of the general
organizational culture. The present researcher anticipates that they are correspondingly
represented as employee-centered and customer-centered in the customer service industry.
Employee-oriented culture in Hofstede’s (1998) structure stands for a concern for
employees and their welfare, contrasted with a job-oriented culture where strong
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pressures are imposed on employees for getting job done (Hofstede, 1998). The two
correspond to the axes of Blake and Mouton’s managerial grid; but Blake and Mouton
addressed the individual manager rather than the organization, and their grid allowed for
both high orientations in task finishing and employee well-being (Blake & Mouton,
1964).

The present researcher combines the theorists’ theories about organizational culture and
proposes a new measuring scale for hotel culture with two poles: customer-oriented
culture versus employee-oriented culture. Similar to Blake and Mouton’s (1964) study,
the manager rather than the organization is considered as the object that tones up hotel
ambience here. However, Hofstede’s job-oriented culture or employee-oriented culture
can be interpreted in a modified way in organizations of an operating customer service
business. The success of completing work in such industries comes from getting
customers satisfied about the service; therefore, the job-oriented culture here is entitled
with features of customer orientation. With the great pressure that the extreme joboriented culture puts on employees in other industries, a supreme customer centered
culture could lead to the sacrifice of employee well-being as well. Therefore, inspired by
a job-oriented culture and an employee-oriented culture, the present researcher
dichotomizes the organizational culture of the customer service industry into customeroriented versus employee-oriented.

A particular cultural tendency at hotels influences their employees’ thinking and
behaviors through excreting normative pressures on them (Cook & Yanow, 1993). A
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customer-centered culture – common in the hospitality industry – may shape employee
behavioral expectation of others and the intention of themselves in the-all-for-thecustomer style. Hotel employees from such an environment may perceive managers’
customer-side-taking behaviors as expected ones and not as unfair as those from hotels of
less customer orientation. However, their unfairness perceptions may be higher when the
manager behaves with employee-side-taking. At that moment, their perceptions are
toward the customers instead of themselves. Similarly, employees from a higher
employee-center culture may be inclined towards in-group harmony. Once they
encounter scenarios that violate their expectations, such as managers’ customer-sidetaking behaviors, their unfairness perception of themselves may rise as a result higher
than that of employees from a lower level of culture. Yet their unfairness about customers
during managers’ employee-side-taking behaviors is not as severe as for people whose
culture embraces customer orientation.

Hypothesis 2a (shown in Figure 1): Orientation of the hotel culture moderates the
positive causal relationship between hotel managers’ customer-side-taking behaviors and
employees’ unfairness perception of the victims (employees here) in such a way that the
relationship is weaker when the employees are from a culture that is inclined to be
customer-centered.

Hypothesis 2b (shown in Figure 1): Orientation of hotel culture moderates the positive
causal relationship between hotel managers’ employee-side-taking behaviors and
employees’ unfairness perception of the victims (customers here) in such a way that the
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relationship is stronger when the employees are from a culture that is inclined to be
customer-centered.

2.4.2

Level of Service

Hotel service level is assumed to be positively related to the extent of customer sovereign
culture. Since hotel extreme orientation culture was assumed to mitigate the employee
unfairness perception of manager behaviors as noted above, hotel service level, as one of
its indices, may have a similar modulating effects. Martin (1995) has demonstrated a
difference between hotel managers’ and employees’ expectations of service quality in
mid-scale and luxury hotels in Toronto, Canada, where both expectations are higher at
luxury hotels. In Chen, Ruseski, & Schwartz (2009)’s study, booking rate was regarded
by travelers as a signal of hotel service quality. It indicated that the hotel room rate was
closely correlated in people’s minds with hotel service quality. Considering that one
dimension of service quality instrument is “responsiveness: willingness to help customers”
(Rowley, 1998, p. 327), the present author postulates that hotels with a higher rank in
classification range and present with higher room rates, should be more customeroriented. Correspondingly, hotels of lower rank in the range may be more employeeoriented and employees may be less tolerant of managers’ unfavorable behaviors towards
employees.

Hypothesis 3a (shown in Figure 1): The hotel service level moderates the positive causal
relationship between hotel managers’ customer-side-taking behaviors and employees’
unfairness perception of the victims (employees themselves) in such a way that the
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relationship is weaker when the employees are from hotels that have a higher service
level than lower.

Hypothesis 3b (shown in Figure 1): The hotel service level moderates the positive causal
relationship between hotel managers’ employee-side-taking behaviors and employees’
unfairness perception of the victims (customers here) in such a way that the relationship
is stronger when the employees are from hotels that have a higher service level than
lower.

2.4.3 Customer Service Training
As a solid method of strengthening organizational culture, customer service training may
contribute to formulating employee behavior preference. In turn, it averts their unfairness
perception of the managers’ customer-side-taking behaviors or aggravates that of
employee-side-taking. In the case of the Taj Mahal Palace Hotel in Mumbai, employees
risked their lives to save their guests from gun shots during a terrorist attack. Those selfsacrificing employees had once received an 18-month training before officially working
at the hotel, much longer than the usual 12-month hotel training program. During their
training in the classroom and on-the-job, they were told to “put the guest front and
center”. Such customer-centered training made great efforts on converting employees’
moral goodness into all-about-customers even when the costs could be their lives
(Deshpandé & Raina, 2001).
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By building a service climate in hotels, customer service training may lead to employees’
intolerance of customers’ unfavorable service experiences. As Schneider, White, & Paul
(1998) defined, the service climate was employees’ shared perception of the policies,
practices, and procedures that were rewarded, supported, and expected concerning
customer service. Service training could strengthen such a climate, leading employees to
be willing and capable to deliver excellent service to customers and increase customers’
positive perceptions of the service quality (Johnson, 1996). Thus, with designed training,
the elevated service climate may improve hotel employee expectations of service quality
and decrease their tolerance of errors damaging it. One of the manifestations is assumed
to be the employees’ easy acceptance of managers’ customer-side-taking behaviors or
difficult endurance of their employee-side-taking behaviors.

An indirect support about the influence of customer service training on employee
cognition change is a case from the health care industry. A case there showed that
appropriate training can promote staff empathy with their patients. In the study, all
participants were invited to attend a weekly seminar where they were asked to write their
opinions of patients and read them aloud to each other. After the seminar, their rates of
empathy with patients, building teams, and preventing burnout were tested as promoted
(Sands, Stanley, & Charon, 2008). Thus, the present author assumes that designed
training in hotels may have similar moderating effects with a customer-centered hotel
culture, which can help improve employees’ understandings of their managers’ behaviors
and show sympathy to their customers.
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Hypothesis 4a: (shown in Figure 1): Receiving customer service training or not
moderates the positive relationship between hotel managers’ customer-side-taking
behaviors and employees’ unfairness perceptions of the victims (employees themselves)
in such a way that the relationship is weaker when employees receive training rather than
no training.

Hypothesis 4b (shown in Figure 1): Receiving customer service training or not
moderates the positive relationship between hotel managers’ employee-side-taking
behaviors and employees’ unfairness perceptions of the victims (customers here) in such
a way that the relationship is stronger when employees receive training rather than no
training.

2.4.4 Personal Injustice Sensitivity
Not only the external features (hotel culture, service level, and training) may affect
employees’ injustice judgments, their internal personality also could contribute (Schmitt,
Gollwitzer, Maes, & Arbach, 2005). For people with a higher threshold for injustice,
arousal of their unfairness perceptions would be slower or less intense compared with
people with a lower threshold. During the past two decades, several social scientists have
proposed that individuals differ in their tolerance vs. sensitivity to moral norms violation
and injustice (Dar & Resh, 2001; Huseman, Hatfield, & Miles, 1987; Wolt, 2002).
Huseman et al. (1987) was the first to propose that equity sensitivity could be a new
structure affecting people’s reaction to inequity. Dar and Resh (2001) then
conceptualized the expression of a sense of deprivation (equated with sense of injustice)
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as a three-faceted structure defined by the model of experience, social reward, and social
sphere of allocation. Wolt (2002) determined the relevant relationship of injustice
sensitivity and other personality traits.

Several methods measure personal justice sensitivity. The original one included four
justice sensitivity indicators, initiated by Schmitt, Neumann, and Montada (1995):
frequency of experienced injustice, intensity of anger after injustice, mental intrusiveness
of injustice and punishment toward the perpetrator. Because of the inefficiency of
Schmitt’s questionnaire, Schmitt et al. (2005) developed a new scale that involved an
injustice sensitivity test with three perspectives, as victim, observer and perpetrator. They
proposed that individuals differ not only in how sensitively they react as victims, but also
in how sensitive they are when involved in injustice events as perpetrators or as observers.

The present study will examine hotel employees’ personal justice sensitivity as a
moderating variable in the relationship of hotel managers’ side-taking behaviors and
employees’ unfairness perceptions. When hotel employees are victims encountering
managers’ customer-side-taking behaviors, their injustice sensitivity as victims is
positively related to their corresponding unfairness perception. Such is also true when
they are observers in the case of managers showing employee-side-taking.

Hypothesis 5a: (shown in Figure 1): The level of hotel employees’ injustice sensitivity
as victims moderates the positive relationship between hotel managers’ customer-sidetaking behaviors and employees’ unfairness perception of the victims (employees here) in
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such a way that the relationship is stronger when the employees’ injustice sensitivity as
victims is high than when it is low.

Hypothesis 5b: (shown in Figure 1): The level of hotel employees’ injustice sensitivity
as observers moderates the positive relationship between hotel managers’ employee-sidetaking behaviors and employees’ unfairness perception of the victims (customers here) in
such a way that the relationship is stronger when the employees’ injustice sensitivity as
observers is high than when it is low.

2.5

Hotel Employee Negative Emotional Reactions to their Unfairness Perception
2.5.1

Importance of Hotel Employees’ Negative Emotion

The influence of negative emotions over work is greater in the customer service industry
because of the job’s intrinsic needs. When employees serve customers, customers are
expecting to make consumption from employees in a positive mood instead of a negative
one. This kind of “emotional labor” job requires employees to have face-to-face contacts
with customers with expected emotional expressions (Hochschild, 1983). As Hochschild
asserted, customer-service jobs “require the worker to produce an emotional state in
another person” (1983, p. 147). Emotional labor accompanies negative emotions; the
influences that negative emotions bring to employees come from the “labor” efforts:
motion appraisal, experience, suppression, and regulation (Gross, 2002).

Numerous researchers have investigated the link of emotional labor with well-being and
various kinds of performance outcomes (e.g., task performance, affective delivery), both
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theoretically and empirically (Hülsheger & Schewe, 2011). Yet the findings about the
outcomes of emotional labor were not consistent over the relative literature (Hülsheger &
Schewe, 2011). For instance, Hochschild (1983) contended that having to perform
emotional labor causes eventual alienation or estrangement from one's genuine feelings
and, therefore, has detrimental consequences on psychological well-being. However,
Wharton (1993) had a contrary finding that emotional labor is actually positively related
to job satisfaction. Ashforth and Humphrey (1993) indicated that the underestimated
benefits of emotional labor may be caused by its isolating function that can logically
distance employees from unpleasant situations. To some extent, Hülsheger and Schewe’s
(2011) examination of three decades of research lessened the arguments about the
benefits and costs of emotional labor. Their study, in a more general context, used a
meta-analytic regression analysis to reveal the substantial or slight relationships of the
bifurcated emotional labor, surface acting and deep acting, with impaired well-being, job
attitude, and job performance. Although not all influences were reported to be significant,
the extent of emotional labor at work is an important index of predicting other job related
variables.

2.5.2

Relationship between Hotel Employees’ Unfairness Perception and their General
Negative Emotions

In 1990, Hedtvedt revealed that, within contexts of organizational injustice, negative
emotions are commonly related to unjust experiences. The assumption that a sense of
unfairness is largely grounded by how human beings should be treated has been proven
(Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002; Fehr & Gächter, 2000, 2002; Folger, 1994; Folger &
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Cropanzano, 1998; Folger & Cropanzano, 2001). Folger, Cropanzano, & Goldman (2005)
argued that “when employees maintain that something is unfair, they are often asserting
that this event has transgressed some normative standard of appropriate conduct” (p. 216).
Their continuing perception of injustice can trigger a strong emotional response (Bies &
Tripp, 2002; Bies, Tripp & Kramer, 1997). In Mikula’s (1998) study of unjust events, he
found that anger was the most frequent emotional reaction people have towards unfair
events, followed by other negative emotions: disgust, sadness, fear, guilt, and shame. In
addition, negative emotions that are regarded as unjust elicited feelings that were longer
in duration and more intense. It is concluded that negative emotions were significant and
steady consequences of perceptions of injustice.

In the present study, hotel managers’ side-taking behaviors are considered as affective
events, assumed to lead to their emotional changes with unfairness perception as the
mediator. The assumption is derived from affective event theory (AET) of Weiss and
Cropanzano (1996) that attempted to describe how certain types of events give rise to
emotion which, in turn, influence individuals’ attitudes and behaviors. The concept of
"event" is not well defined in the literature. Weiss and Cropanzano (1996) used
definitions from the World Book Dictionary as "a happening, especially an important
happening" and from the Random House Dictionary as, "something that occurs in a
certain place during a particular period of time.” Hotel managers’ side-taking behaviors
are “affective events” in the present document, because their causal perception of
injustice can trigger a strong emotional response (Bies & Tripp, 2002; Bies et al., 1997).
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2.5.3

Hotel employees’ Discrete Emotions towards their Unfairness Perception

Although general negative emotions have been linked with the unfairness perception
from the beginning of the scientific studies of justice, little research has been developed
to explore the elicitation of discrete emotions to specific injustice events (Schoefer &
Ennew, 2002). One reason is because debates exist regarding the necessity of discrete
emotions; however, solid evidence supporting the usefulness is also provided by
demonstrating their distinct antecedents and outcomes from those of general emotions
(Spencer & Rupp, 2009). Based on the concept of bandwidth-fidelity (Cronbach, 1970;
Cronbach & Gleser, 1965), the levels of specificity of predictors (i.e. justice) and criteria
(i.e. emotions) are matched to optimize the prediction. For instance, Hutcherson and
Gross (2011) determined that anger, disgust, and contempt were partially associated with
active attempts to stop offensive behaviors, attribute an immoral character to another
person and judge others according to incompetence, stupidity, and status.

Anger and guilt are two emotions that were often explicitly mentioned in the literature
about injustice consequences (Weiss, Suckow, & Cropanzano, 1999). Homes (1961) was
the first to import the two discrete emotions into his study about people’s responses to
unfairness. He contended that people feel anger when they are under-rewarded and feel
guilt when they are over-rewarded. Mikula (1986) specified further about the scenarios
that could trigger people’s unfairness perception and negative emotions. Six different
categories of emotional responses emerged from participants’ protocols (in order of
decreasing frequency), among which one dimension was anger, rage, and indignation. In
Hegtvedt’s (1990) study about emotional reactions to unfair business exchange,
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participants reported more resentment and less gratitude when they were under-rewarded;
those of an over-rewarded party reported feeling slight guilt. Also, in Sprecher’s (1992)
vignette study focusing on the perception of inequity in close relationships, participants
who imagined themselves in the role of the under-benefited partner expected an increase
in their anger; those in the role of the over-benefit expected an increased feeling of guilt.

As noted above, emotion appraisal can be differentiated based on the appraising focus on
the self versus the other (Barclay, Skarlicki, & Pugh, 2005). Baclay et al. (2005)
distinguished negative emotions triggered by injustice perception between the outwardfocused (other-focused) one and the inward-focused (self-focused) one. Inward-focused
negative emotions were defined as self-conscious emotions, such as guilt and shame that
occur when individuals receive negative evaluations from others about their personal
characteristics or behaviors (Fischer & Tangney, 1995; Lazarus, 1991; Ortony, 1990).
Outward-focused negative emotions, including anger and hostility, occur when
individuals evaluate and assess others’ responsibilities in injustice (Tangney & Dearing,
2002). The dichotomy is in agreement with the results of some studies about people’s
emotional reactions to third-party injustice (Spencer & Rupp, 2009; Weiss et al., 1999).
Weiss et al. (1999) found that guilt emerges in a situation where an outcome to a person
is positive, but the procedure is biased in his or her favor. Spencer and Rupp (2009)
testified that guilt is a mediator between coworker-directed customer interactional
injustice and employee emotional labor.
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2.5.4

Event of Hotel Manager Behaving with Customer-side-taking

Hotel employee unfairness perception caused by their managers’ customer-side-taking
behaviors may get their outward-focused negative emotions to rise. As discussed above,
manager side-taking behaviors were characterized as a concept combined with features of
distributive and interactional injustice. Based on Barclay et al. ’s (2005) dichotomy of
negative emotions, the outward-focused negative emotions, including anger and hostility,
occurred when events were considered as harmful or threatening (e.g., low outcome,
unfair procedures, impolite treatment) and could be ascribed to the fault of others. Since
both types of side-taking behaviors were presumed to be caused by managers, the
differentiation of the resultant negative emotions should be based on the direct victims of
such behaviors. When employees themselves are the victims in the situation of managers’
customer-side-taking behaviors, their negative emotion towards such an event should be
outward-focused since their experience is personal, demeaning, and disrespectful.

Hypothesis 6a (shown in Figure 1): When hotel managers behave with customer-sidetaking, their employees’ corresponding unfairness perceptions of victims (employees here)
significantly increase employees’ outward-focused negative emotions, such as anger or
hostility.

2.5.5

Event of Hotel Manager Behaving with Employee-side-taking

Contrary to the situation of manager customer-side-taking behaviors, hotel employees are
assumed to be inclined to inward-focused negative emotions when their manager behaves
with employee-side-taking. Inward-focused negative emotions that are defined as self-
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conscious emotions, such as guilt and shame, occur when individuals hold themselves
responsible for others’ negative treatments or outcomes (Tangney & Dearing, 2002). The
inward-focused emotions emerge when individuals think their behaviors are deviant from
the criteria of their self-morals or social identity, especially when such behaviors elicit
favorable outcomes with biased procedures or the interaction justice of others (Barlay et
al., 2005). Although some indicate that positive emotions, such as happiness, may occur
with the negative emotions because of the favorable distribution results (Weiss et al.,
1999), high outcome favorability can also make them unhappier; it is more difficult for
them to deny their responsibilities for others’ sufferings (Barlay et al., 2005). Especially
in the hospitality industry, even though employees may be pleased by their manager’s
partiality for them, the guilt about breaking the “put customers first” morale may
overcome the joy and become the dominant feeling for them. Once they witness the
customers receiving unfair treatments from the manager, the violation of self-morals
would lead to shame or guilt even if they are not direct victims in such a situation.

Hypothesis 6b (shown in Figure 1): When hotel managers behave with employee-sidetaking, their employees’ unfairness perceptions of victims (customers here) significantly
increase employees’ inward-focused negative emotions, such as shame or guilt.
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CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY

This study was an exploratory one, whose purpose was to probe the effects of hotel
managers’ preferential behaviors on employees’ unfairness perception and negative
emotions. The present researcher conducted a two-group experimental vignette design to
test the causalities triggered by the two types of preferential behaviors: hotel managers’
customer-side-taking behaviors and hotel managers’ employee-side-taking behaviors.
Conducting experiments is the only way to establish a cause and effect relationship. With
experimental design, the researcher could manipulate the predictors (i.e. manager sidetaking behaviors) and observe their influence on the dependent variables (i.e. employee
injustice and subsequent negative emotions) while controlling other extraneous factors.
Chapter three discusses how the experiment was conducted and what statistical methods
were used to analyze the data collected.

3.1

Sample and Participant Selection

The population used in the present study was persons who have worked in the hotel
industry in the United States. In this country, the employment population defined as hotel,
motel, and resort desk clerks was 214,930 (Occupational Employment Statistics, 2012).
The following definition of the hotel and motel industry comes from the Bureau of Labor
Statistics (BLS)’s North American Industry Classification System
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“Industries in the Accommodation subsector provide lodging or short-term
accommodations for travelers, vacationers, and others. There is a wide range of
establishments in these industries. Some provide lodging only, while others
provide meals, laundry services, and recreational facilities, as well as lodging.
Lodging establishments are classified in this subsector even if the provision of
complementary services generates more revenue. The types of complementary
services provided vary from establishment to establishment.” (Bureau of Labor
Statistics (BLS)’s North American Industry Classification System, 2004)

The present researcher hired a marketing survey company, Worldwide Panel (WWP), to
recruit the study’s participants. The third-party service was selected because of its access
to a national body of hotel employees. As a professional online-survey-tool provider,
WWP owns a variety of panels apropos for different business or research needs. The
company recruits panelists from multiple platforms, such as from social network and
entertainment websites.

WWP sent a short invitation email with the study’s purpose and procedures to its
members who had a record of having worked at a hotel. The company also posted a
similar invitation letter on their members-only website and web-widget. With no limit of
gender, age (over 18), and education background, WWP members who had hotel
experience were invited. Those who decided to participate in the study could reach the
video stimulus and questionnaire by clicking the link in their recruitment letter. The link
gave them access to the survey uploaded on the Purdue Qualtrics data collection server.
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Qualified participants would be selected by their response to the first question, “Have you
worked in hotels?”. Only those who answered “yes” would be allowed to continue the
survey. Four hundred and seventy-six (476) were selected. Each participant who
completed the experiment was rewarded with digital currency worth two dollars. Because
the video stimuli that participants need to watch before answering the questionnaire lasts
about three minutes, the time was deemed the minimum for them to complete the
experiment. Therefore responses that took participants at least three minutes were felt to
be valid and hence retained for analysis. A total of 218 out of 476 surveys met the
requirement.

Participants were randomly assigned to two treatment groups and one control group.
Treatments were the video clips showing hotel manager’s customer-sidetaking/employee-side-taking behaviors, to which 70/73 participants were assigned
randomly. The control was the video clip of a standard treatment showing hotel
manager’s employee-side-taking behaviors, to which 73 participants were assigned
randomly.

3.2
3.2.1

Experiment Design

Vignette Experiment Design

There are two treatments in the present study: video clips showing hotel managers’
customer-side-taking behaviors and those showing employee-side-taking behaviors. Two
controlled experiments were conducted correspondingly to test the influence of each
treatment. Experiment one tested the influence of hotel managers’ customer-side-taking
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behaviors on employee unfairness perception of themselves (1a in Figure 1), potential
moderators in such influence (2a-5a in Figure 1), and the triggering effect of unfairness
on negative outward-focused emotions, such as anger and hostility (6a in Figure 1).
Experiment two examined similar relationships in the context of hotel managers’
employee-side-taking behaviors: the influence of such behaviors on employee unfairness
perception of the customers (1b in Figure 1), potential moderators (2b-5b in Figure 1)
and the generating effects of unfairness on negative inward-focused emotions, such as
guilt and shame (6b in Figure 1).

Participants were divided into two treatment groups and one control group. Each
experiment had one treatment group and one control group; both experiments shared the
same control group. Participants in each subset were presented randomly with one of
three stimulating video clips: a vignette with a manager’s customer-side-taking behaviors
was the treatment for experiment one (TRT 1), one with a manager’s employee-sidetaking behaviors was the treatment for experiment two (TRT2), and one with a manager’s
showing no side-taking was the control for both experiments (CON). The design could be
diagrammed as: R (random assignment to a group)—GP (selection of the group)—T
(treatment) —O (observing results) for treatment groups; R— GP— C (control) — O for
control group (Sytsma, 2005).

3.2.2

Videos

All video clips (TRT1, TRT2, and CON) had the same story background: one customer
checked-in at a hotel. He was told that there was no non-smoking rooms left, although he
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insisted that this requirement was noted when the booking was made through an online
travel agency. The customer hoped that the front-desk employee could provide the room
upgrade as compensation since he was sensitive to smoke. The employee indicated that
this situation was not eligible for a room upgrade but offered him free brunch instead.
The customer said that the conference he was attending provided breakfast so he
wondered if he could talk with the manager about the room policy. The employee called
the manager.

The following plot for each video scenario was rehearsed differently to manipulate the
manager’s side-taking tendency towards the customer and then toward the employee.
Based on the new definition of hotel managers’ side-taking behaviors discussed above,
the manager’s performance in TRT1 and TRT2 must show significant difference from
that in CON in terms of two perspectives: side-taking and favoritism. “Side-taking” is an
agreement or a supportive decision that the manager has with the customer or the
employee (Yang, 2007; Rijn, 2009). “Favoritism” is the variance of the manager’s favor
towards the customer or the employee by her verbal or non-verbal behaviors. Non-verbal
favoritism manifestations include smiling, eye contact, and seating space and others
(Bessenoff & Sherman, 2000; Dasgupta, 2004; Dovidio, Kawakami, & Gaertner, 2002;
Dovidio, Kawakami, Johnson, Johnson, & Howard, 1997; Fazio, Jackson, Dunton, &
Williams, 1995; McConnell & Leibold, 2001; Sekaquaptewa & Thompson, 2003). Verbal
manifestations include the manager’s judgments towards the customer and the employee
(Devine, 1989; Gawronski, Hofmann, & Wilbur, 2006; Lepore & Brown, 1997; Rudman
& Glick, 2001).
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Based on the literature, the manager’s behaviors in the following plot were manipulated
to present either customer-side-taking or employee-side-taking. In TRT1, the manager
behaved more favorably towards the customer than towards the employee. She took the
side of the customer by agreeing to all the customer’s requirements and refused the
employee’s resolution rudely, talking with the customer in a friendly way but criticizing
the employee mercilessly for not obeying the rule that the “customer is always right” and
showing strong interest in talking with the customer but having no patience in talking
with her employee. In TRT2, the manager behaved more favorably towards the employee
than towards the customer in a similar way above. She agreed to the employee’s
suggestion by refusing to upgrade the customer’s room with the reason “I am sorry, but
policy is policy”. She talked with the employee as an old friend but discontinued all the
cheering-up attitudes when talking with the customer. In the CON scenario, the manager
showed no preference between the customer and the employee. She listened to the
employee's opinion before upgrading the customer's room and showed the same
enthusiasm and friendliness toward both customer and employee.
The video lists: TRT1 http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dmOPzuFAsmg;
TRT2 - http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_L1UYfX8tIw
CON - http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=EUD9mbnQcfE
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3.2.3

Questionnaire

After watching the randomly assigned vignette, participants were given a series of
questions to check the success of the manipulation, examine their reactions of
(un)fairness and discrete negative emotion to the stimulus, and gain information about
their demographic characteristics. First, participants were asked to tell if the video clip
mirrors real life or not in terms of the simulation of service failure and manager behaviors.
Then they were required to put themselves into the scene and answer questions in the role
of the employee. Questions included their (in)justice judgments about the manager’s
decision-making process and the extent of their discrete negative emotions: anger,
hostility, guilt, and shame. In the final section of the questionnaire, participants were
reminded to revert to reality and answer questions about their workplaces and themselves.

The questionnaire for experiments one and two was designed to fit the context of
manager customer-side-taking behaviors/employee-side-taking behaviors. The object of
the questions testing the manipulation of side-taking behaviors was the customer in
experiment one and the employee in experiment two (e.g. “The manager was overall
more friendly toward the customer/employee.”), the recipient of the behaviors who
perceived unfairness was the employee in experiment 1 and the customer in experiment 2
(e.g. “How fairly do you think the manager treated you/customer?”). The type of personal
injustice sensitivity tested was victim-based in experiment one and observer-based in
experiment two (e.g. “To what extent did you feel angry when others received the
rewards which you have earned?” or “To what extent you feel angry when someone does
not get a reward he/she has earned?”). For participants in the control group, they were
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asked all the above questions from both contexts since their predictor was manager
showing no-side-taking behaviors. Their answers were divided into experiments 1 and 2
as effects of control conditions for future data analysis.

3.3
3.3.1

Instrument
Manipulation

Since a vignette experimental design was conducted in the study, a manipulation check
was necessary to verify the validity of the manifestation of the predictors in the video
clips. As the stimulus of each experiment, hotel managers’ customer-side-taking
behaviors or employee-side-taking behaviors or no-side-taking behaviors should be
displayed explicitly by the actress’ performance and understood by the participants
clearly.

The concept of hotel managers’ side-taking behaviors that was created for the present
study was from literature about “side-taking” behaviors and “favoritism”. “Side-taking”
can be manifested in terms of an agreement with one of the disputants, such as “I am
going to support Arca’s choice” (Yang, 2007). In the questionnaire, participants were
asked to rate to what extent the manager in the video clip took the side of the customer or
the employee. Statements like “The manager supported the customer by satisfying his
room-update requirement” or “The manager supported you by taking your room-update
suggestion” was rated with a 7-Likert scale from 1 – “strongly disagree” to 7 – “strongly
agree”.
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The other characteristic that hotel managers’ side-taking behaviors were defined to own
was “favoritism”. "Friendliness" and "interest to talk" were its two subcontracts
(Sekaquaptewa & Thompson, 2003; Dasgupta, 2004). In the present study, questions
such as "The manager was overall more friendly toward the customer/you" and "The
manager showed more interest in talking with the customer/you" were asked. The
answers used a 7-Likert scale from 1 – "strongly disagree" to 7 – “strongly agree”.

Most questions in the present study adopted the seven-point Likert scale. The strategy
was adopted after deliberate considerations. The psychometric literature suggests that
having the 7 point scale is better than having a 5 point scale, and having more scale
points is better but there is a diminishing return after approximately 11 points (Nunnally,
1978). Considering the limited patience that participants have from the industry, the
subset questions of each construct were no more than three in the present study, requiring
scales with more points to increase the measurement preciseness (Matell & Jacoby, 1972).
Therefore, the 7-Likert scale was utilized as the main measurement.

3.3.2

Unfairness Perception

Perceived unfairness is a very hard concept to measure because it can come from
interpersonal dynamics. The employee unfairness perception of manager behaviors was
derived from three perspectives: distribution, procedures, and interactions (Greenberg,
1996). The present study only used the measurements of distributive justice and
interactional justice. Distribution justice concerns the manager’s fairness when
determining benefits (Leventhal, 1980; Thibaut & Walker, 1975).The question was used,
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“How fairly you think the manager treated the customer/you?” with a seven-point Likert
scale from “1” – “very unfairly” to “7” – “very fairly”. Interactional justice is about the
fairness manifested during the manager’s interactions with others, which is measured by
the manager’s politeness level (Bies & Moag, 1986). In the present questionnaire, “How
favorably you think the manager treated the customer/you?” and “How politely you think
the manager treated the customer/you?” were asked and a 7-Likert scale from “1” – “very
impolitely” to “7” – “very politely” was used for rating.

3.3.3

Moderators

3.3.3.1 Hotel Culture
Hotel culture contains norms that powerfully shape behaviors of individuals and groups
(Schwarts & Davis, 1981). Two types of cultures that might debilitate or fortify
employees’ unfairness perception of their managers’ side-taking behaviors were
measured: customer-centered culture and employee-centered culture. For hotels with a
customer-oriented culture, its ambience could be described as, “Customers are always
right” or “Customers come first”. For an employee-oriented culture, it was “Employees
are always right” or “Employees come first”. The participants rated their own hotel’s
culture using a ten-point Likert scale from “1” – “customer-centered: customers are
always right/customers come first” to “10” – “employee-centered: employees are always
right/employees come first”. The reason for using the ten-point scale was because
participants could have a larger range to choose in the middle of the scale if their hotel
culture showed no partiality for both poles. In chapter four, the present researcher will
address another benefit of such scale design from the perspective of data analysis.
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3.3.3.2 Service Level
Service level is another element that may have a moderating influence over hotel
employees’ unfairness judgments, presented by hotel room rate in the current study.
Since there was no definite standard for hotel categorization based on hotel room rates, a
slider scale from $0/night - $400/night was provided for participants to mark that of their
own hotel. By this setting, service level could be measured and analyzed as a continuous
variable with higher statistical sensitivity.

3.3.3.3 Personal Injustice Sensitivity
Personal injustice sensitivity was measured by the scale developed by Schmitt et al.
(2005) from the perspectives of victim, observer, and perpetrator. Since the role of the
hotel employee played in the videos was a “victim” of unfairness event (when the
manager behaved with customer-side-taking) or an “observer” (when the manager
behaved with employee-side-taking), the study only utilized relevant questions in
sections of “victim” and “observer” from Schmitt’s instrument. In experiment one,
questions measuring participants’ sensitivities as victims were asked, such as: “To what
extent you feel angry when others receive the rewards which you have earned?” and “To
what extent you feel angry when others are undeservingly better off than you?”. In
experiment two, questions as observers were asked, such as: “To what extent you feel
angry when someone does not get a reward he/she has earned?” and “To what extent you
feel angry when someone is undeservingly worse off than others?” All answers used a
seven-point Likert scale from “1” – “not at all” to “7” – “extremely”.
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3.3.3.4 Customer Service Training
Customer service training can help build a service climate for hotels. As discussed in the
literature section, the designed customer-centered service training may lead to employees’
intolerance of customers’ unfavorable service experiences and change the extent of their
unfairness perception toward the manager’s side-taking behaviors. In the questionnaire,
“Have you ever received any customer service training?” was asked.

3.3.4

Emotion

Anger and guilt were proven as major emotional reactions people had when encountering
injustice (Adam, 1965; Adam & Freedman, 1976; Greenberg, 1984; Homans, 1961).
Barclay et al. (2005) stated that anger and hostility, as outward-focused negative
emotions, were related with injustice treatments from others. Shame and guilt, as inwardfocused negative emotions, were related to perceiver’s involvement with others’ injustice
treatments. Therefore, the question in the construct was “As the employee in this video,
how did you feel about what just happened?” Participants were asked to rate each
emotion (anger, hostility, guilt, and shame) with a seven-point Likert scale from “1” –
“not at all” to “7” – “extremely”.
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3.4

Statistical Procedures and Methods

Two experiments used the same statistical procedures to analyze the data: multiple linear
regression and single linear regression. Model one was for multiple regression analysis:

Y

X

M

XM

It was used to test Hypotheses (1-5)a and (1-5)b, Y represented hotel employees’
unfairness perception of the victims (the victims were themselves in experiment two and
the customers in experiment two. “X” is the treatment factor (hotel managers’ customerside-taking behaviors in experiment one; employee-side-taking behaviors in experiment
two). “M” represented the matrix of moderators, including hotel culture, service level,
customer service training, and personal injustice sensitivity. “XM” indicated their
moderating effects.

Model 2 was for single linear regression:

Y

X

It was used to test Hypotheses 6a and 6b. “Y” here represented the matrix of hotel
employees’ negative emotions, including anger and hostility for experiment 1 or shame
and guilt for experiment 2. “X” represented their unfairness perceptions of themselves or
of the customers triggered by managers’ side-taking behavior.
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CHAPTER 4. RESULTS

Chapter 4 includes data analysis results of a sample demographic distribution, validity
and reliability of the measurement, vignette manipulation, and hypothesis tests. The
hypothesis tests contain an examination for positive effects of hotel managers’ customerside-taking behaviors (CusSidB)/employee-side-taking behaviors (EmpSidB) on
employees’ unfairness perception from the victims’ perspectives (EUPVicP)/observers’
perspectives (EUPObsP). Also examined are the moderating effects of variables such as
hotel culture, service level, personal injustice perception, and employees’ customer
service training on the causality. The prediction relationship is included between
EUPVicP/EUPObsP and employees’ outward-focused negative emotions
(OFNEmomo)/inward-focused negative emotions (IFNEmomo).

4.1

Sample Demographic Description

Descriptive information of the study sample is presented in Table 1. As Table 1 shows,
nearly 50% of the participants in the study were males. Their age range was between 19
and 68, 40.74% of them were between 29 and 38 years of age. A Bachelor’s degree was
the most typical level of degree that participants had earned (32.87%), followed by some
college (26.85%) or an Associate’s degree (14.81%)
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Then the researcher examined the demographic distributions among the treatment groups
(TRT1 and TRT2) and the control group (CON) with the demographic variables of age,
gender, and education. The Bonferroni t test was used to explore any discrepancy of age
among the three groups. The mean difference of age between TRT1 and TRT2 showed
significance, M = 4.35, p < .05. After removing the responses of the youngest participant
(18 years old) and the oldest participant (66 years old), there was no significant
discrepancy of age among the three groups according to the ANOVA test
(

:

), F = 2.47, Pr > F = .087. After that, results of the Pearson

Chi-square test proved that there was no significant difference among the three groups in
terms of gender (

= 2.22, p = .33) and education (

= 11.34, p = .33). After omitting

the inefficient responses, 216 records were left for future analysis.

Table 1 Demographics

Gender

Age

n

%

Male

105

48.61

Female

111

51.39

19 – 28

44

20.37

29 – 38

88

40.74

39 – 48

49

22.69

49 – 58

25

11.57

59 – 68

10

4.63
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Table 1 Continued
Education

Did not complete

0

0.00

31

14.35

Some college

58

26.85

Completed associate

32

14.81

71

32.87

20

9.26

4

1.85

high school
Completed high
school

degree
Completed Bachelor
degree
Completed Master
degree
Completed PhD
degree

Note. Total N = 216.

4.2

Validity Test and Reliability Test
4.2.1

Validity Test

As discussed in the methodology chapter, the measurements of variables in the study
were derived from the extant literature. It is worth mentioning that although the concept –
CusSidB or EmpSidB – was newly generated, the questions testing them came from
existing contexts of its two features, “side-taking” and “favoritism”. The use of
previously validated measures for the study ensured criterion-related validity.
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Considering the predicting variables (i.e. hotel manager’s side-taking behaviors) were
presented by video vignettes, how authentic the clips showed real life decided to what
extent their influences were exerted on the participants. Table 2 indicated the extent by
averaging the participants’ responses to how often the situation that they watched in the
video clip occurred at their workplace. Ratings larger than 1 indicated that the sketches
were possible in reality and the vignettes were valid for the subsequent measurement.
Mean ratings showed that participants considered the occurrences of the service failure
story and the manager’s corresponding behaviors (i.e. side-taking/no side-taking
behaviors) in the video clips as between occasional and frequent, from M = 3.49, SD =
1.83 and M = 4.44, SD = 1.04. Results indicated that the vignette scripts and actor/actress
performances were consistent with reality.

In addition, the results indicated that both CusSidB and EmpSidB happened more often in
the industry than the current researcher expected. Means in order were M = 3.97, SD
=1.54 and M = 3.49, SD = 1.83. Their between-occasional-and sometimes frequencies
made the current study more necessary and meaningful. Another interesting finding about
the frequency difference among the three situations was that manager customer-sidetaking behaviors, manager employee-side-taking behaviors, and manager no-side-taking
behaviors did not show significant differences in their occurrences in the one-way
ANOVA test, F = 2.58, p = .078 > .05.
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Table 2 Mean ratings of frequencies of vignette contents
Vignette
Contents

TRT1

TRT2

CON

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

Service Failure

4.44

1.04

4.30

1.45

4.10

1.11

Manager Behaviors

3.97

1.54

3.49

1.83

4.10

1.68

Note. N = 216; Using 7-Likert scale: 1 (never) – 2 (rarely) – 3 (occasionally) – 4
(sometimes) – 5 (frequently) – 6 (usually) – 7 (every time). TRT1=treatment1 group,
predictor is manager customer-side-taking behavior, TRT2=treatment 2 group, predictor
is manager employee-side-taking behavior, CON=control group, predictor is manager noside-taking behavior.
4.2.2

Reliability Test

For each measurement construct, its reliability was the internal consistency among its
testing questions, evaluated by the level of Cronbach’s alpha (reliability is well above
.70) (Nunnally, 1978). Each construct’s Cronbach’s alpha level is illustrated in Table 3.
Results showed that questions within each of the three measurement constructs were
consistent with each other. All of them were above .70 from .72 to .98. Therefore, the
questionnaire’s internal reliability of each construct is solid.
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Table 3 Cronbach’s alpha of the measurement construct
Experiment

1

2

Construct

Subscale

Cronbach’s Alpha

CusSidB

3

.84

EUPVicP

3

.97

Anger/hostility

2

.91

Guilt/shame

2

.81

Hotel culture

2

.89

EmpSidB

3

.73

EUPObsP

3

.98

Anger/hostility

2

.93

Guilt/shame

3

.90

Hotel culture

2

.93

Note. Cronbach’s alpha > .70 indicates the internal-consistency reliability, which means
the questions within the construct were consistent with each other. CusSidB = Hotel
manager customer-side-taking behaviors. EUPVicP = Employee unfairness perception
from victims’ perspectives. EmpSidB = Hotel manager employee-side-taking behaviors.
EUPObsP = Employee unfairness perception from observers’ perspectives.
4.3

Manipulation Check

Since the current study conducted a vignette experimental design, a manipulation check
was executed to verify the effects of the predicting variables in the video clips. In each
vignette, the predictor CusSidB or EmpSidB should be manifested explicitly by the
acting performance and understood correctly by the participants.
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For the treatment group who watched the CusSidB clip, the average rating of agreement
of the expected manipulation was M = 6.04, SD = 0.90 between 6 (agree) and 7 (strongly
agree). For the treatment group of EmpSidB, the rating was M = 5.15, SD = 1.13 between
5 (somewhat agree) and 6 (agree). Both results showed that most participants in the
treatment groups correctly understood the manipulated factors and these predictors
successfully affected their perceptions of interest.

Other than the vignettes that had treatment effects, the “placebo” video clip that was
expected to show no side-taking in the manager’s acting needed a manipulation exam as
well. A two-sample t test was conducted to find if there was any significant difference
between the participants’ ratings of two types of side-taking that the manager behaved
with towards the customer and the employee in the vignette. The result showed that there
was no significant discrepancy between the manager’s behaviors toward the customer
and the manager’s behaviors toward the employee, t (144) = -1.58, p = 0.11 > .05.
Therefore, the video clip for the control group was successfully manipulated as a
“placebo”.

4.4

Influence of Hotel Manager Side-taking Behaviors on Employee Unfairness
Perception

Since hotel manager’s side-taking behaviors were customer-oriented or employeeoriented, there were two types of corresponding employee unfairness perceptions and
negative emotions. The employee’s experience about the former type of behaviors was
from the perspective of the victim since he/she suffered from unfavorable treatments.
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That for the latter type was from the observer’s perspective since the customer was the
person receiving the unfair treatment instead of the employee.

Multiple linear regression was executed to analyze the main effect of manager’s sidetaking behaviors (CusSidB/EmpSidB) on the dependent variable employee’s unfairness
perception (EUPVicP/EUPObsP) and the moderators’ effects. The PROC GLM
procedure from SAS was used as the analyzing tool. Assumptions of using the GLM
procedure include the following: normal distribution of errors, homoscedasticity of error
variances, and independent observations (Garson, 2012). Original data had the problem
of heteroscedasticity but with adjustment of the iteratively reweighted least square
(IRLS) method, final data sets were applicable for GLM.

4.4.1

Influence of Hotel Managers’ Customer Sider-taking Behaviors (CusSidB) on
Employees’ Unfairness Perception as Victims (EUPVicP)

Table 4 shows the results of an ANOVA test with type ш sum of squares. They verified
the casually linear relationship between the independent variable CusSidB and the
dependent variable EUPVicP with other underlying effects adjusted, F = 8.46, Pr =
0.0043 < .05. Since type ш sum of squares tests for the presence of a main effect after the
other main effect and interaction, the approach is more valid than the other type of sum of
square tests because the interaction effects (i.e. effects of the moderators) do not have
significant influence on the main effects. Hotel employees would perceive unfairness
when they encountered the situation that hotel managers treating customers more
favorably than them, no matter what characteristics they own in the moderator variables.
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4.4.1.1 Moderating Effect
Although the main effect of CusSidB on EUPVicP was proven by the result of ANOVA
test in Table 4, the moderating effects of hotel culture, service level, personal injustice
sensitivity, and training in this model were all denied. The moderating effects are
represented as the interaction factors of the predictor CusSidB and the specific moderator
in Table 4. All of their ps were larger than 0.05, indicating that their presence would not
significantly affect the main effect of CusSidB on EUPVicP.
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Table 4 ANOVA for the influence hotel managers’ customer side-taking behaviors on
employees’ unfairness perception as victims with moderators
Dependent Variable: EUPVicP
Source

Df

Type III SS

Mean

F Value

p-value

Square
CusSidB

1

8.53

8.53

8.46

0.0043***

Culture

1

0.20

0.20

0.19

0.6604

Service level

1

0.064

0.064

0.06

0.8022

Personal injustice sensitivity

1

0.27

0.27

0.26

0.6101

Training

1

2.20

2.20

2.18

0.1419

CusSidB*culture

1

0.032

0.032

0.03

0.8593

CusSidB*service level

1

0.13

0.13

0.13

0.721

CusSidB*personal injustice sensitivity

1

0.97

0.97

0.95

0.3306

CusSidB*training

1

0.47

0.47

0.46

0.4966

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 7-Likert scale for the measurement of “culture”:
from 1 (extremely customer-centered culture) to 7 (extremely employee-centered
culture); 10-Likert scale for the measurement of “personal injustice sensitivity”: from 1
(not sensitive to personal injustice treatments at all) to 10 (very sensitive to personal
injustice treatments). CusSidB = Hotel manager customer-side-taking behaviors,
EUPVicP = Employee unfairness perception from victims’ perspectives.
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4.4.2

Influence of Hotel Managers’ Employee Side-taking Behaviors (EmpSidB) on
Employees’ Unfairness Perception as Observers (EUPObsP)

EUPObsP was the dependent variable, while EmpSidB was the independent variable.
Table 5 shows the ANOVA table for the full model with the predictor EmpSidB and the
moderators. The factor such as EmpSidB * moderator (i.e. culture, service level, personal
injustice sensitivity, and training) represented the moderators’ effects. As expected,
EmpSidB had significant influence on EUPObsP (F = 9.58, Pr = .0024 < .05). The result
could be construed in a way that employees perceived unfairness as well when their
managers treated them more favorably than customers. Different from the situation in
CusSidB, objects of the unfairness perception were the customers instead of the
employees themselves. It suggested that hotel employees would sympathize with their
customers’ contemptuous experiences even the perpetrators were not the employees
themselves.

4.4.2.1 Moderating Effects
As one can see in Table 5, the factor of EmpSidB * culture explained the variance of the
full model to a large extent, F = 25.01 and Pr < .0001. It indicated that the orientation of
hotel culture, customer-oriented or employee-oriented, could significantly affect the
influence of EmpSidB on EUPObsP. Furthermore, Figure 3 shows how the moderator
hotel culture imposed its effect. Compared with the control group’s ratings of fairness
perception about the customer’s unfavorable treatments, those of the treatment group
were lower in general. However, the deviance diminished gradually as the hotel culture
surrounding the participants in real life was rated toward the employee-oriented direction.
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Such a tendency approached its turning point when the rate of hotel culture was
approximately 9.5, representing the extreme employee-oriented culture. Participants from
such a culture rated their fairness perceptions the same no matter if they were from the
treatment group watching EmpSidB or from the control group watching the manager
behaving with no side-taking. The results suggested that hotels’ employee-oriented
culture might incline their employees to become apathetic toward their customers’
unfavorable experiences. Such a trend might have an apex when the hotel culture reached
the right-end extreme of employee-centered culture. Hotel employees from that culture
might deem it natural that their manager should treat them more favorably than the
customers.

One should note that the main effects of hotel culture and personal injustice sensitivity
were not of primary interest in the present study, even though they were significant in
Table 5 (culture: F = 28.29, Pr < .0001; personal injustice sensitivity: F = 9.17, Pr =
.003). They can only be interpreted as single effects when the effects of EmpSidB are
assumed to be 0, not likely in the study’s situation.
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Table 5 ANOVA for the influence of hotel managers’ employee side-taking behaviors on
employees’ unfairness perception as observers with moderators
Dependent Variable: EUPObsP
Source

Df

Type III

Mean

SS

Square

F Value

p-value

EmpSidB

1

11.73

11.73

9.58

0.0024***

Culture

1

34.65

34.65

28.29

<.0001***

Service level

1

0.55

0.55

0.45

0.5023

Personal injustice sensitivity

1

11.24

11.24

9.17

0.003**

Training

1

0.29

0.29

0.23

0.6301

EmpSidB* culture

1

30.64

30.64

25.01

<.0001***

EmpSidB* service level

1

0.34

0.34

0.28

0.5972

EmpSidB* personal injustice

1

0.47

0.47

0.38

0.5374

1

0.50

0.50

0.41

0.525

sensitivity
EmpSidB* training

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001; 7-Likert scale for the measurement of “culture”:
from 1 (extremely customer-centered culture) to 7 (extremely employee-centered
culture); 10-Likert scale for the measurement of “personal injustice sensitivity”: from 1
(not sensitive to others’ injustice treatments at all) to 10 (very sensitive to others’
injustice treatments). EmpSidB = Hotel manager employee-side-taking behaviors.
EUPObsP = Employee unfairness perception from observers’ perspectives.
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Figure 3 Interaction plot of hotel managers’ employee side-taking behaviors on
employees’ unfairness perception as observers with the effect of hotel culture.
7-Likert scale for the measurement of EUPObsP (y): from 1 (extremely unfair) to 7
(extremely fair); 7-Likert scale for the measurement of “culture” (m1): from 1 (extremely
customer-centered culture) to 7 (extremely employee-centered culture); Predictor
EmpSidB (x) had two levels: EmpSidB (x=2) and control (x=32). EmpSidB = Hotel
manager employee-side-taking behaviors. EUPObsP = Employee unfairness perception
from observers’ perspectives.
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4.5

Influence of Hotel Employee Unfairness Perception on their Discrete Negative
Emotions

Single linear regression was executed to clarify the causality of hotel employees’
unfairness perception (EUPVicP/EUPObsP) on their correspondingly negative emotions:
outward- focused negative emotions (OFNEmo) and inward-focused negative emotions
(IFNEmo). OFNEmo was measured by averaging two discrete emotions: anger and
hostility; IFNEmo was measured by averaging shame and guilt.

The PROC REG procedure from SAS was utilized as the data analyzing tool. Utilization
of PROC REG assumes that residuals are completely random and fit a normal
distribution (SAS Institute Inc., 2012). Final data sets after removing outliers were
satisfied with both assumptions.

4.5.1

Influence of Hotel Employees’ Unfairness Perception as Victims (EUPVicP) on
their Outward-focused Negative Emotions (OFNEmo)

EUPVicP was the predictor variable and OFNEmo was the response variable. Table 6
shows the estimates of the parameters, their standard errors, and the corresponding tratios. On average, a one unit increment of EUPVicP was associated with a 0.50 unit
decline of OFNEmo, measured from a baseline of an expected 5.15 unit increase in
OFNEmo when EUPVicP was 0. The estimated standard error of the slope of EUPVicP
was .074, and the corresponding t-test of – 6.79 on one df was highly significant (p <
.0001). Therefore, hotel employees’ unfairness perception from the victims’ perspective
could significantly lead to their outward-focused negative emotions.
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Table 6 Estimates of simple linear regression of hotel employees’ unfairness perception
as victims on their outward-focused negative emotions
Dependent Variable: OFNEmo
Parameter

Standard

Variable

Df

Estimate

Error

t Values

Pr > |t|

Intercept

1

5.15

0.39

13.05

<.0001***

EUPVicP

1

-0.50

0.074

-6.79

<.0001***

Note. ***p < .001; 7-Likert scale for the measurement of EUPVicP: from 1 (extremely
unfair) to 7 (extremely fair). EUPVicP = Employee unfairness perception from victims’
perspectives, OFNEmo = outward-focused negative emotion, including anger and
hostility.
Also, the influences of EUPVicP on the subsets of OFNEmo, anger and hostility, were
analyzed in Table 7 and Table 8. The results in Table 7 indicate that the result of t-test of
EUPVicP on anger was highly significant (β = -.58, p < .0001). It corroborated the
hypothesis that the level of EUPVicP could significantly augment the level of employees’
anger. Similarly, the results in Table 8 show the significant causal effects of EUPVicP on
hostility as well (β = -.43, p < .0001).
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Table 7 Estimates of simple linear regression of hotel employees’ unfairness perception
as victims on anger
Dependent Variable: Anger
Parameter

Standard

Variable

Df

Estimate

Error

t Values

Pr > |t|

Intercept

1

5.71

0.42

13.63

<.0001***

EUPVicP

1

-0.58

0.079

-7.36

<.0001***

Note. ***p < .001; 7-Likert scale for the measurement of EUPVicP: from 1 (extremely
unfair) to 7 (extremely fair), EUPVicP = Employee unfairness perception from victims’
perspectives.

Table 8 Estimates of simple linear regression of hotel employees’ unfairness perception
as victims on hostility
Dependent Variable: Hostility
Parameter

Standard

Variable

Df

Estimate

Error

t Values

Pr > |t|

Intercept

1

4.59

0.42

11.04

<.0001***

EUPVicP

1

-0.43

0.078

-5.47

<.0001***

Note. ***p < .001; 7-Likert scale for the measurement of EUPVicP: from 1 (extremely
unfair) to 7 (extremely fair), EUPVicP = Employee unfairness perception from victims’
perspectives.
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Although the literature proposed that EUPVicP should lead to higher OFNEmo than
IFNEmo, the present study rejected such a proposal since the latter emotions also
presented a significant relationship with EUPVicP (β = -.43, t = -5.50, p < .0001). The
results of the Pearson correlation coefficient further indicated the conclusion that because
the two types of negative emotions OFNEmo and IFNEmo had strong linear dependence
with each other in this situation (r = .59, p < .0001). Therefore, employee unfairness
perception that arose from manager customer-side-taking behaviors would significantly
cause both types of negative emotions.

4.5.2

Influence of Hotel Employees’ Unfairness Perception as Observers (EUPObsP)
on their Inward-focused Negative Emotions (IFNEmo)

Similar to the analyzing process in the prior situation, EUPObsP was the predictor
variable and IFNEmo was the response variable here. Table 9 shows the estimates of the
parameters, their standard errors and the corresponding t-ratios.On average, a one unit
increase in EUPObsP setting scale was associated with a 0.42 unit decline of IFNEmo,
measured from a baseline of an expected 5.06 increase in OFNEmo when EUPVicP was
0. The estimated standard error of the slope of EUPVicP was .077, and the corresponding
t-test of -5.50 on 1 df was highly significant (p < .0001). Therefore, hotel employees’
unfairness perception from the observers’ perspective could significantly lead to their
inward-focused negative emotions.
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Table 9 Estimates of simple linear regression of hotel employees’ unfairness perception
as observers on their inward-focused negative emotions
Dependent Variable: IFNEmo
Parameter

Standard

Variable

Df

Estimate

Error

t Values

Pr > |t|

Intercept

1

5.06

0.41

12.39

<.0001***

EUPObsP

1

-0.42

0.077

-5.50

<.0001***

Note. ***p < .001; 7-Likert scale for the measurement of EUPObsP: from 1 (extremely
unfair) to 7 (extremely fair), EUPObsP = Employee unfairness perception from
observers’ perspectives, INFEmo = inward-focused negative emotions, including guilt
and shame.
In addition, the influences of EUPObsP on the subsets of IFNEmo – shame and guilt –
were analyzed in Table 10 and Table 11. Results in Table 10 indicate that the t-test of the
influence of EUPObsP on shame was highly significant (β = -.61, p < .0001). It
corroborated the hypothesis that the level of EUPObsP could significantly augment the
level of employees’ shame. Similarly, results in Table 11 show the significant causal
effects of EUPObsP on guilt (β = -.23, p < .0001).
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Table 10 Estimates of simple linear regression of hotel employees’ unfairness perception
as observers on shame
Dependent Variable: Shame
Parameter

Standard

Variable

Df

Estimate

Error

t Values

Pr > |t|

Intercept

1

6.11

0.43

14.32

<.0001***

EUPObsP

1

-0.61

0.080

-7.62

<.0001***

Note. ***p < .001; 7-Likert scale for the measurement of EUPObsP: from 1 (extremely
unfair) to 7 (extremely fair); EUPObsP = Employee unfairness perception from
observers’ perspectives.

Table 11 Estimates of simple linear regression of hotel employees’ unfairness perception
on guilt
Dependent Variable: Guilt
Parameter

Standard

Variable

Df

Estimate

Error

t Values

Pr > |t|

Intercept

1

4.01

0.46

8.67

<.0001***

EUPObsP

1

-0.23

0.087

-2.68

0.0081

Note. ***p < .001; 7-Likert scale for the measurement of EUPObsP: from 1 (extremely
unfair) to 7 (extremely fair); EUPObsP = Employee unfairness perception from
observers’ perspectives.
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Similar to the results in the prior analysis of EUPVicP and OFNEmo, the present study
rejected the assumption that participants feel higher IFNEmo than OFNEmo when facing
EUPObsP. OFNEmo also presented a significant relationship with EUPObsP only with a
slightly lower p value compared with IFNEmo (β = - .30, t = -3.74, p = .0003). The
results of the Pearson Correlation Coefficient further indicated that both types of negative
emotions IFNEmo and OFNEmo showed strong correlations with each other in this
situation (r = .70, p < .0001). Therefore, employee unfairness arising from manager
employee-side-taking behaviors about the customer would significantly cause both types
of negative emotions.
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CHAPTER 5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

5.1

Conclusion

Table 12 Results of hypothesis testing
Experiment 1
Hypothesis 1a

Hypothesis 6a

Experiment 2
Hypothesis 1b

If hotel managers display customer-side-taking
behaviors, in view of hotel employees, then the
employees’ unfairness perceptions of the victims
(employees here) would be significantly higher than
when the hotel managers display no side-taking
behaviors towards either the employees or the
customers.
When hotel managers display customer-side-taking
behaviors, their employees’ corresponding
unfairness perceptions of victims (employees here)
significantly increase the employees’ outwardfocused negative emotions, such as anger or
hostility.

Supported

If hotel managers display employee-side-taking
behaviors, in view of hotel employees, then the
employees’ unfairness perceptions of the victims
(customers here) would be significantly higher than
when the hotel managers display no side-taking
behaviors towards either the employees or the
customers.

Supported

Supported
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Table 12 Continued
Hypothesis 2b

Hypothesis 6b

Orientation of hotel culture moderates the positive
causal relationship between hotel managers’
employee-side-taking behaviors and employees’
unfairness perception of the victims (customer here)
in such a way that the relationship is stronger when
the employees are from the culture that is inclined
to be customer-centered.
When hotel managers behave with employee-sidetaking, their employees’ unfairness perceptions of
victims (customers here) significantly increase the
employees’ inward-focused negative emotions, such
as shame or guilt.

Supported

Supported

The objective of the study was to explore hotel employees’ unfairness perception and
emotional change when their managers behaved with customer-side-taking or when they
behaved with employee-side-taking. One experiment was conducted for each situation to
investigate the research questions as following: (1) How to define hotel managers’ two
types of side-taking behaviors, behaviors towards customers and behaviors towards
employees? (2) Do hotel managers’ customer-side-taking behaviors (or employee-sidetaking behaviors) cause employees’ unfairness perceptions about themselves (or about
the customers)? (3) Does hotel culture, hotel service, employee personal injustice
sensitivity, or employee’s customer service training moderate the relationship? (4) Does
employees’ unfairness perception about themselves (or about the customers) invoke
anger and hostility (or shame and guilt)?

5.1.1

Hotel Manager Side-taking Behaviors

To answer the first question, the present researcher developed new concepts about
manager customer-side-taking / employee-side-taking behaviors based on the literature of
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“side-taking” and “favoritism”. Video clips simulating the two types of side-taking
behaviors and no-side-taking behaviors were produced. After watching the video clips,
participants of the present study were asked how often their managers behave the same
way in real life, the average frequencies of the three types of manager behaviors were
rated as between “occasionally” and “sometimes”.

An interesting finding about the frequencies of the three situations (i.e. manager
customer-side-taking behaviors, manager employee-side-taking behaviors, and manager
no-side-taking behaviors) from the one-way ANOVA test was that they did not show
significant differences among each other. The result implies that even if the concept of
manager side-taking behaviors is relatively new in academia, managers’ taking the side
of one party over the other is not as rare as we thought. In fact, it occurs as frequently as
managers’ no-side-taking behaviors (i.e. managers treat employees and customers
equally).

The findings of the present study were similar with those of Leinder (1993)’s
observations but more direct. She took the bureaucratic regulations of formatting
employee behaviors as a sign of manager-customer alliance against employees, since the
suppression could cause employee burnout in exchange for customer satisfaction. Her
observations also included the case of manager-employee alliance against customers. She
found that service workers sometimes embraced the rules from their managers because
they could use them to refuse customers’ extra requirements. Improved by her
observations, the present study provides more explicit evidence of these alliances based
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on hotel employees’ observations. Instead of using company regulations as an excuse to
command the employee or refuse the customer, managers would explicitly manifest
his/her allying tendency through their discrepant attitudes and behaviors when
communicating with the customers and the employees.

Also, no difference was found between the frequencies of the occurrence of the two types
of manager side-taking behaviors (i.e. managers’ customer-side-taking behaviors and
employee-side-taking behaviors). Even if most people posit that customers rather than
employees are the party hotel managers often take the side of in conflicts, the results of
the present study did not support this assumption. Managers were rated as being partial to
their subordinates as often as to their customers.

One possible explanation is managers’ powerlessness at work – powerlessness to handle
the conflict between customer satisfaction and hotel efficiency. Most of the time, the
managers choose to stand with the employees after service failures because they cannot
afford the cost of compensating the customers. The underlying reason could be the
limited authority they have to access resources. The lack of empowerment makes the
managers, especially the front-line managers, hard to control but they only react to a
series of management events (Bolton & Hollihan, 2013). Not to “spoil” the customers is
one of their “reactions”. When their employees hold the same philosophy, favoring
employees’ suggestions of not supporting customers’ “extra” requirements will be
reasonable. In other words, the phenomena that managers behave with employee side-
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taking may be only one of the ramifications of managers’ powerlessness to control the
service quality.

5.1.2

Relationship of Manager Side-taking Behaviors and Employee Unfairness
Perception

To address this issue, the present researcher conducted two experiments. In experiment 1,
the causality of manager customer-side-taking behaviors on employee unfairness
perception about himself / herself was proven. Similarly, in experiment 2 the causality of
manager employee-side-taking behaviors on employee unfairness perception about the
customer was demonstrated.

The result from experiment 1 is consistent with Rupp (2005)’s “look-in-around-out”
theory, which stated that employees’ general fairness judgment of themselves can be
derived from all the fair or unfair experience they have with other parties inside or
outside of the company. The perceptual process comprised a great amount of comparison
(How the manager treats other employees compared with me?) and observation (How the
company treats the communities?). The present study provided empirical evidence for
this assumption from the perspective of customer service encounters. Hotel employees do
generate their unfairness perception from not only their interactions with the manager but
also those with the customer and those between the manager and the customer. On one
hand, they compare the treatments that the manager executes toward them and toward the
customer. They perceive unfairness about themselves when the interactions between the
manager and the customer are more favorable. On the other hand, they observe how the
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customer is treated by the manager and feel sympathy with the customer who has an
unpleasant service experience.

The result from experiment 2 indicates that hotel employees can have a vicarious
perception of injustice for their customers, which can be explained by deontic justice
model. Different from instrumental and interpersonal justice model, deontic justice model
contended that justice is important not only because injustice can jeopardize personal
economic interests and standing within a valued social group but also because injustice
breaks “principled moral obligation” by which others can be treated as they should or
deserve (Cropanzano et al., 2003). Applying this concept to the current context, although
hotel manager employee-side-taking behaviors vindicated the employee’s interests and
dignity, the employee perceived unfair treatment because he/she watched the customer
suffering from these behaviors that actually violated the industrial norms about how
customers should be served.

In addition, the role the customer played in the current context proves that a customer can
be a source of two types of employee injustice: injustice from the perspective of a victim
(i.e. when a hotel manager behaves with customer-side-taking) or injustice from the
perspective of an observer (i.e. when a hotel manager behaves with employee-sidetaking). This result is consistent with the literature about the customer as a source of
employee injustice but from a different angle. In the literature, customers were
considered as direct deliverers of unfair information and interpersonal mistreatment to
employees who work in the customer service industry (Rupp, 2007). However, in the

84
present study, customers played more subtle roles when causing employees’ injustice:
they were either the inward reasons why the managers treated their employees
unfavorably and made them feel unfairly treated (e.g. the manager had to stand for the
customer when the customer and the employee had a conflict) or the potential victims of
the managers’ request for intra-departmental harmony (e.g. the manager chose to support
the employee when the customer and the employee had a conflict). Therefore, the study
sheds light on the expansion of the role that the customer plays in employee injustice.

5.1.3

Moderators

Hotel culture was found as a moderator in the relationship between manager employeeside-taking behaviors and employee unfairness about the customer. The employee’s
unfairness perception about the customer’s unpleasant experience attenuated when the
employee came from a culture inclined to be more employee-oriented than customeroriented. An extreme situation occurred when the participants were from high employeecentered hotels (rates over 5 in 10-Likert scale): they did not even consider the
customer’s behavior to be unfair when they watched the video clip that showed the hotel
manager’s employee-side-taking behaviors.

Social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986) could provide an explanation to such a
phenomenon since environmental features (i.e. hotel culture) were shown to cause a
change in individual’s cognition (i.e. judgment standard of unfairness). As Erdogan (2006)
described in his study, culture could guide employees to interpret and explain manager
behaviors in certain ways and employees would automatically correct their perceptional
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deviation from organizational cultural norms. In hotels with a high employee-centered
culture, the culture norm was based on the collective commitment that employees should
have priority in daily operations. Therefore, not surprisingly participants from such a
culture felt natural about the manager’s employee-side-taking behaviors in the video clip,
even if the behaviors were against customers and violated the conventional norm
“customers come first” in a larger industrial context.

In addition, the finding could be explained by counterfactual thinking theory.
Counterfactual thinking contrasts what is perceived to be with what might have been
(Roese, 1997). Folger and Cropanzano (2001) argued that counterfactual thinking can be
used to evaluate fairness about an action and the accountability of a party in this action:
what could have occurred, what should have occurred, and how I would have felt if it was
in an alternative situation. If what really occurs were opposite to what people expect to
occur, unfairness would be perceived; if reality and expectation were matching, no
unfairness would be perceived at all. In applying this to the present context, a high
employee-centered culture may have altered the employees’ expectations of managers’
behaviors in terms of employee-friendliness. When they saw the managers’ employeeside-taking behaviors in the video clip to be consistent with their expectation, they may
have considered these behaviors as what could or should occur in their conflicts with the
customers and therefore consider them as fair.
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5.1.4

Relationship of Hotel Employee Unfairness Perception and Negative Emotion

Simple Linear Regression was used to test the relationships in the two experiments. The
analysis results supported both hypotheses: hotel employee unfairness perception of
himself/herself would lead to outward-focused emotions (i.e. anger and hostility) and that
of the customer would lead to inward-focused emotions (i.e. shame and guilt). The
findings provide empirical evidence for Weiss and Cropanzano (1996)’s affective events
theory that described how a certain event gave rise to emotion that, in turn, might
influence the individual’s attitudes and behaviors. Therefore, hotel manager customerside-taking/ employee-side-taking behaviors are affective events that could cause
employees’ emotional change.

These findings are consistent with past empirical studies (Weiss et al., 1999; Rupp &
Spencer, 2006). Anger is aroused in the situation when there is a negative outcome and
the procedure is biased in favor of the other team. Guilt, similar but different from anger,
is higher in the situation when the outcome is positive but the procedure is biased toward
damaging the other team’s interest (Weiss et al., 1999). Specifically in the customer
service setting, anger of an employee can be provoked by his/her customer’s interactional
injustice behaviors and acts as a mediator between employee unfairness and employee
emotional labor (Rupp & Spence, 2006).

Whereas previous studies assumed that two types of injustice (i.e. as a victim or as an
observer) may distinctly correlate with the two types of negative emotions (i.e. outwardfocused negative emotions: anger and hostility; inward-focused negative emotions: guilt
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and shame) depending on whether the party held accountable for injustice is others or self,
there is no sign shown in the current study that confirmed the distinction. The results of
the study posited that instead of only one type of negative emotions, both of them
contributed to the significant variance of injustice no matter that it was evoked by others’
responsibilities (i.e. manager customer-side-taking behaviors) or by individuals
themselves (i.e. manager employee-side-taking behaviors). The finding corresponds to a
concern in academia about the desirability of discriminating general emotions into
discrete ones. This desirability is questionable at least in the present study, since people
rated themselves as perceiving all four negative emotions (anger, hostility, guilt, and
shame) in both injustice situations (injustice about themselves and injustice about
customers).

One possible explanation is that the boundaries of the roles that hotel employees played
in the two types of (un)fairness events were blurred in the current context. Since the
current study demonstrated that employees would compare their treatments from the
manager with customers’ from the manager and would feel unfairness about it,
employees could be considered as both observers and victims of managers’ customerside-taking behaviors. The added identity of observer may put employees into a position
as a third-party to evaluate the manager’s deviance, even though they were victims of
such deviance as well. Compared with other objectively plain third-party assessors, hotel
employees had “skin in the game” – their manager’s behaviors might blemish the
reputation of the hotel where they both work. Their fairness judgments and emotional
reactions were more comprehensive and included emotions, such as shame and guilt, that
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are normally caused by self-blaming (Blader, Wiesenfeld, Fortin, & Wheeler-Smith,
2013).

Similarly, when managers chose to take the side of employees and treated customers less
favorably, the employees present made themselves part of the “perpetration”. Despite the
fact that employees were not the direct perpetrators serving customers unfavorably, their
suggestions and interpersonal relationships with the managers might be the underlying
reasons for the manager’s discrepant behaviors. Therefore, employees became both
observers and indirect perpetrators. For most hotel employees, they may be reluctant to
play such “perpetrator” roles since the roles are against social expectations about being
customer service workers. However, their subordinate relationships with the managers
meant that they could do nothing but obey the manager’s decision. Such execution
powerlessness may be the reason why hotel employees in this situation felt guilt and
shame as well as anger and hostility.

Such a finding corroborated Turner (2000, 2007)’s narratives of “mixing” emotions to a
certain extent. He posited that guilt and shame are actually activated by mixing three
negative emotions: anger, fear, and sadness. Justice that is produced by under-reward can
generate anger immediately because anger is tied to the same portion of the brain and,
hence, is instantaneously aroused. Guilt and shame that follow over-reward events will
inevitably be slower for which reason Turner believed that they require activation of
several subcortical areas of the brain responsible for anger, fear, and sadness. This may
explain why the participants who were rated as going through guilt and shame in the
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present study also selected anger and hostility as the emotions they felt when they
perceived unfairness.

5.2

Implication

5.2.1 Theoretical Implication
First, the present study theorized the frequent but overlooked phenomenon in hotel
industry, managers’ discrepant treatments toward customers and employees, based on the
established concepts of “side-taking” and “favoritism”. The occurrences of those
behaviors were proved higher than we expected. Both of the manager side-taking
behaviors were rated by the participants “sometimes / occasionally” occurring at their
work places. Even if the behaviors were not frequent ones in hotel management life, their
occurrences were still high enough to catch scholars’ attentions. The present study only
examined such behaviors under a specific service scene, and more confirmatory or
exploratory studies are needed in the future.

Second, future studies about employee unfairness perception need to consider more
comprehensive situations where parties in an unfairness event may play mixing roles.
Previous studies only considered the situation that one party played one role as either a
victim or a perpetrator or an observer. The present study indicated that there is a
possibility that the party can simultaneously have multiple positions in such an event.
They could be both the victim and the observer or both the observer and the perpetrator.
With such a view, the emotions derived from the (un)fairness perception could also be
multiple ones. For example, hotel employees in the present study felt four types of
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negative emotions (i.e. anger, hostility, shame and guilt) when they perceived unfairness
about the manager’s customer-side-taking behaviors. A possible explanation could be
that the employees in this situation perceived themselves as both victims and observers.

Third, differentiating negative emotions into discrete ones may not be that necessary for
the study of the relationships of emotion and justice. When prior studies discussed the
relationship between justice and emotion, anger had been correlated with injustice caused
by under-reward, and guilt had been correlated with injustice caused by over-reward
(Homans, 1961; Turner, 2000; Turner, 2007). However, this present study found that the
distinction between the two types of emotions was not that apparent. Employees rated
themselves perceiving anger (and hostility) and guilt (and shame) for both injustice
situations, injustice about self-unfavorable treatments (i.e. under-reward) and injustice
about others-unfavorable treatments (i.e. over-reward). It may be still meaningful to
explore the influence of specific (in)justice event on certain discrete emotions, but the
utilization of general emotions across (in)justice events may be wider than expected.
Future studies can examine further their application scopes in different situations.
In addition, academia needs to put more attention on hotel managers’ stress of regulating
emotions. The present study found that one of the reasons that the managers behave
discrepantly in front of customers and employees is because they have the moments of
powerlessness. Hotel mangers’ powerlessness may be not only from the corporate’s
financial budget but also from their limited psychology energy. This finding is consistent
with the concept of emotional labor: frequent emotional display, attentiveness to display
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rules, variety of emotion to be displayed, and emotional dissonance can lead to emotional
exhaustion (Morris & Feldman, 1996). Although the literature suggested that emotion
reappraisal could adjust employees’ inner cognition and make them express truly-felt
emotions congruent with corporate rules (Ochsner & Gross, 2005), few studies have
explored its effect on managers.

5.2.2 Managerial Implication
A philosophical shift from “Customers are always right” to “We are ladies and gentlemen
serving ladies and gentlemen” is needed in the hotel industry. The industry should treat
customers and employees as equally important. The results of the present study indicate
that a paradox can be true: the conventional philosophy “Customers are always right”
may eventually lead to low customer satisfaction. Hotel managers’ preferential behaviors
toward customers could lead to the employees’ negative emotions. Employee negative
emotions, especially the employees in the customer service industry, can negatively
affect customer satisfaction (Lijander & Strandvik, 1997). In other words, an extreme
customer-oriented culture produces angry employees and ultimately, unsatisfied
customers.

However, an extreme employee-centered culture would not improve the service quality as
well. According to the present study, it has been shown to have negative effects on
employees’ sympathy with customers’ unpleasant stay experience. Employees from such
a culture believed that it was natural for their managers to treat them more favorably than
the customers. If their customers had unfair experiences because of that, the employees
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would not feel awkward about it. Certainly, employees with no empathy to customers
cannot provide touching service and they do not have the motivation to improve the
service quality as well.

A culture that is centralized on customer orientation and employee orientation is needed.
“We are ladies and gentlemen serving ladies and gentlemen” represents such a
conception precisely. The philosophy can have implications on many perspectives of
industry and academia. For the corporate side, empowering the managers, especially
front-line managers, to make decisions about resource distribution can help them keep the
delicate balance between customers and employees. For hotel managers, standing in the
middle of customers-orientation and employee-orientation and avoiding any leaning to
one side may be the only choice. Even if hotel managers need to stand for customers
during the service recovery process, not blaming employees for the service failure and
allowing them to provide the recovery suggestions could helpfully release employees’
tensions. For hospitality education and training, new curriculum should be designed,
which is apropos to the philosophy that hotels should stand in a neutral position between
customer-care and employee-care.

5.3

Limitations

As with any research, the study has its limitations. First, although hotel employees rated
the occurrence of manager customer-side-taking behaviors, employee-side-taking
behaviors, and no-side-taking behaviors in real life with similar frequencies (the latter
one is marginally higher than the first two), the frequencies were relatively low between
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“occasionally” and “sometimes”. In other words, they are not typical manager behaviors
in industry. However, they are worthy of study because they may occur often when hotel
managers encounter employee service failures, an inevitable moment in hotel
management.

Second, although vignette experimental design could control the effects of extraneous
variables, it had side effects that participants were acquiring when watching the vignette.
In the present study, evidence of such learning effect was that participants’ personal
injustice sensitivity ratings were significantly different between each treatment group and
control group. The participants watching the manager behaving with side-taking (i.e.
customer-side-taking behaviors or employee-side-taking behaviors) in the video clips
were tested as having a higher injustice sensitivity nature than those from the control
group. Because personal injustice sensitivity is a constant psychometric property that
differs among individuals (Schmitt, Baumert, Gollwitzer & Maes, 2010), the possible
reason for that might be because the injustice events shown in the vignettes provoked the
participants’ injustice perception. When they were asked to rate their tolerance of
injustice at that moment, they would naturally rate themselves as people of a lower level
of tolerance than normal. For future studies, personal injustice sensitivity should be
measured prior to the predictors being manipulated.

Third, worthy of note is that the variable “service level” should have been utilized a more
apropos instrument of measurement. The current study used hotel room rates ($0 - $400)
to represent hotel service level as a numeric variable. The setting ensured the
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measurement accuracy (because the range was wide), but it overlooked that average room
rates of hotels vary due to hotel location, booking season, and other marketing attributes
that are not related to service level. Instead of using such scales based on room rates, one
may use hotel brand classification to distinguish hotels’ service levels since hotels under
the same brand have similar and consistent service quality.

Fourth, as an exploratory study, the current study only manipulated one scene of daily
manager-employee interactions based on the limited literatures. Hotel managers’
preferential behaviors may include other features than the ones (e.g. side-taking and
favoritism) investigated here. Management level can be one of the factors that complicate
the definition of such behaviors. The preferential behaviors of managers from front-line
must be different from the ones of managers from the corporate level. Although the frontline level managers have more opportunities to get involved in the interactions between
customers and employees and being preferential, corporate managers’ preferential
behaviors may have influence over a larger range of hotel employees. The level of hotel
managers included in the study should have been clarified.

Fifth, the findings of the current study should only adapt to the hotels in the U.S. since
the sample collection here targeted the managers who have work experience in the States.
All the results were based on the information collected from these managers and only can
be generalized to hotels in the U.S.
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5.4

Future Study

The present study only investigated the influence of manager side-taking behaviors on
employees’ unfairness perceptions. Future studies could explore such influences from
customers’ perspectives and discuss how such behaviors could affect customers’
judgments about service quality and purchase decisions. Only four discrete negative
emotions (i.e. anger, hostility, guilt and shame) were explored as the consequences of
hotel employees’ unfairness perceptions. More discrete emotions or even general
emotions (i.e. positive emotion and negative emotion) should be involved in future
studies to formulate a comprehensive context for all (in)justice events and their
corresponding emotions (Turner, 2007).
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Appendix A

Recruitment Letter

Dear Participants,
Thanks for agreeing to participate in this important study. The goal of this is exercise is
to understand the influence of hotel managers' favoritism behaviors on front-desk
employees’ unfairness perception and emotion. You will be shown a short video clip and
asked questions about your perceptions and emotions. The entire exercise will take
approximately 20 minutes.
Please note:
- You must be 18 years or older to participate.
- All research carries risk. One of the risks of this study is a breach in confidentiality.
Steps have been taken to decrease such risk. For example, all data will be stored in a
password protected laptop computer and will be destroyed at the end of the study. Please
note the project’s research records may be reviewed by departments at Purdue University
responsible for regulatory and research oversight.
- The results of the study will be published, without identifiers, in a thesis report and
journal article.
- Your participation in this study is voluntary and as such you may withdraw at any time.
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- You will receive approximately 2000 points (= $2) from Worldwide Panel Global for
your full participation in this study. However, the responses received by the researchers
will be anonymous.
Now, if you have any questions about this research project, please do not hesitate to
contact us. Details are provided below.
Yan ZHOU (Jo) [First point contact]
Graduate student
School of Hospitality & Tourism Management
College of Health & Human Sciences
Purdue University
239 Marriott Hall
900 W. State Street
West Lafayette
IN 47907
765-491-5651 (tel#)
zhou161@purdue.edu
Annmarie Nicely, PhD
Assistant Professor
School of Hospitality & Tourism Management
College of Health & Human Sciences
Purdue University
239 Marriott Hall
900 W. State Street
West Lafayette
IN 47907
765-494-4740 (tel. #)
765-494-0327 (fax#)
ajnicely@purdue.edu
Institutional Review Board at Purdue University
Ernest C. Young Hall, Room 1032
155 S. Grant St.
West Lafayette
IN 47907-2114
(765) 494-5942 (tel #)
irb@purdue.edu
If you decide to participate, please click the button below.
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Appendix B

Survey Questionnaire for Treatment 1 Group

Screener:
Q1: Have you ever worked at a hotel?
☐ Yes

☐ No

Vignette:
Treatment 1: hotel manager’s customer-favoritism behaviors
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dmOPzuFAsmg

Validity of vignette:
Q2: Based on your experience in the hotel industry, how often do you think the service
situation in the video clip shown occurs in real life?
☐Never

☐Rarely

☐Occasionally

☐Sometimes

☐Frequently

☐Usually

☐Every time

Q3: Do you think a front desk manager would behave in the way shown, when there is a
disagreement between the employee and the customer?
☐Never

☐Rarely

☐Occasionally

☐Sometimes

☐Frequently

☐Usually

☐Every time

Manipulation check about the manager’s customer-favoritism behaviors:
Now, please put yourself in the video clip as the employee and answer the following
questions.
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Q4: The manager supported the customer by satisfying his room-upgrade requirement.
☐ Strongly disagree

☐ Disagree

☐ Somewhat disagree

☐ Neither disagree or
agree

☐ Somewhat agree

☐ Agree

☐ Strongly agree

Q5: The manager was overall friendlier towards the customer.
☐ Strongly disagree

☐ Disagree

☐ Somewhat disagree

☐ Neither disagree or
agree

☐ Somewhat agree

☐ Agree

☐ Strongly agree

Q6: The manager showed more interest in talking with the customer.
☐ Strongly disagree

☐ Disagree

☐ Somewhat disagree

☐ Neither disagree or
agree

☐ Somewhat agree

☐ Agree

☐ Strongly agree

Fairness perception about the participant self:
Keep put yourself in the video clip as the employee and answer the following questions.
Q7: How favorably you think the manager treated you?
☐ Very unfavorably

☐ Somewhat favorably

☐ Unfavorably

☐ Favorably

☐ Somewhat

☐ Neither unfavorably

unfavorably

or favorably

☐ Very favorably
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Q8: How politely you think the manager treated you?
☐ Very impolitely

☐ Impolitely

☐ Somewhat impolitely

☐ Neither impolitely or
politely

☐ Somewhat politely

☐ Politely

☐ Very politely

Q9: How fair you think the manager treated you?
☐ Very unfair

☐ Unfair

☐ Somewhat unfair

☐ Somewhat fair

☐ Fair

☐ Very fair

☐ Neither unfair or fair

Negative emotion:
Q10: As the employee in this video, how did you feel about what just happened?
Not at all

Moderately

Extremely

Angry

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Hostile

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Guilty

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Shameful

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Hotel culture and service level:
Now, tell us about the hotel you have worked at in real life!
Q11: Use the scales below to describe the culture of the hotel where you have worked at:
“Customers are always right.”

☐☐☐☐☐☐☐☐☐☐

“Employees are always right.”

“Customers come first.”

☐☐☐☐☐☐☐☐☐☐

“Employees come first.”
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Q12: Indicate the regular room rate of the hotel where you have worked at:
☐ $0 - $39

☐ $40 - $79

☐ $80 - $119

☐ $120 - $159

☐ $160 - $ 199

☐ $200 - $239

☐ $240 - $279

☐ $280 - $319

☐ $320 - $359

☐ $360 - $400

Personal injustice sensitivity from the perspective of a victim:
Q13: To what extent you feel angry when others receive the rewards which you have
earned:
☐ Not at all

☐

☐

☐Moderately

☐

☐

☐Extremely

Q14: To what extent you feel angry when others are undeservingly better off than you:
☐ Not at all

☐

☐

☐Moderately

☐

☐

Customer service training:
Q15: Have you ever received customer service training?
☐ Yes

☐ No

☐Extremely
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Demographics:
Q16: What is your gender?
☐ Male

☐ Female

Q17: What is your age?
Q18: What is the highest level of education you completed?
☐Did not complete high

☐ Completed high

☐ Some college

school

school

☐ Completed Bachelor

☐ Completed Master

☐ Completed PhD

degree

degree

degree

☐ Completed associate
degree
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Appendix C

Survey Questionnaire for Treatment 2 Group

Screener:
Q1: Have you ever worked at a hotel?
☐ Yes

☐ No

Vignette:
Treatment 2: hotel manager’s employee-favoritism behaviors
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_L1UYfX8tIw

Validity of vignette:
Q2: Based on your experience in the hotel industry, how often do you think the service
situation in the video clip shown occurs in real life?
☐Never

☐Rarely

☐Occasionally

☐Sometimes

☐Frequently

☐Usually

☐Every time

Q3: Do you think a front desk manager would behave in the way shown, when there is a
disagreement between the employee and the customer?
☐Never

☐Rarely

☐Occasionally

☐Sometimes

☐Frequently

☐Usually

☐Every time

Manipulation check about the manager’s employee-favoritism behaviors:
Now, please put yourself in the video clip as the employee and answer the following
questions.
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Q4: The manager supported you by taking your room-upgrade suggestion.
☐ Strongly disagree

☐ Disagree

☐ Somewhat disagree

☐ Neither disagree or
agree

☐ Somewhat agree

☐ Agree

☐ Strongly agree

Q5: The manager was overall friendlier towards you.
☐ Strongly disagree

☐ Disagree

☐ Somewhat disagree

☐ Neither disagree or
agree

☐ Somewhat agree

☐ Agree

☐ Strongly agree

Q6: The manager showed more interest in talking with you.
☐ Strongly disagree

☐ Disagree

☐ Somewhat disagree

☐ Neither disagree or
agree

☐ Somewhat agree

☐ Agree

☐ Strongly agree

Fairness perception about the customer:
Keep put yourself in the video clip as the employee and answer the following questions.
Q7: How favorably you think the manager treated the customer?
☐ Very unfavorably

☐ Somewhat favorably

☐ Unfavorably

☐ Favorably

☐ Somewhat

☐ Neither unfavorably

unfavorably

or favorably

☐ Very favorably
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Q8: How politely you think the manager treated the customer?
☐ Very impolitely

☐ Impolitely

☐ Somewhat impolitely

☐ Neither impolitely or
politely

☐ Somewhat politely

☐ Politely

☐ Very politely

Q9: How fair you think the manager treated the customer?
☐ Very unfair

☐ Unfair

☐ Somewhat unfair

☐ Somewhat fair

☐ Fair

☐ Very fair

☐ Neither unfair or fair

Negative emotion:
Q10: As the employee in this video, how did you feel about what just happened?
Not at all

Moderately

Extremely

Angry

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Hostile

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Guilty

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Shameful

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Hotel culture and service level:
Now, tell us about the hotel you have worked at in real life!
Q11: Use the scales below to describe the culture of the hotel where you have worked at:
“Customers are always right.”

☐☐☐☐☐☐☐☐☐☐

“Employees are always right.”

“Customers come first.”

☐☐☐☐☐☐☐☐☐☐

“Employees come first.”
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Q12: Indicate the regular room rate of the hotel where you have worked at:
☐ $0 - $39

☐ $40 - $79

☐ $80 - $119

☐ $120 - $159

☐ $160 - $ 199

☐ $200 - $239

☐ $240 - $279

☐ $280 - $319

☐ $320 - $359

☐ $360 - $400

Personal injustice sensitivity from the perspective of an observer:
Q13: To what extent you feel angry when someone does not get a reward he/she has
earned:
☐ Not at all

☐

☐

☐Moderately

☐

☐

☐Extremely

Q14: To what extent you feel angry when someone is undeservingly worse off than you:
☐ Not at all

☐

☐

☐Moderately

☐

☐

☐Extremely

Customer service training:
Q15: Have you ever received customer service training?
☐ Yes

☐ No
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Demographics:
Q16: What is your gender?
☐ Male

☐ Female

Q17: What is your age?
Q18: What is the highest level of education you completed?
☐Did not complete high

☐ Completed high

☐ Some college

school

school

☐ Completed Bachelor

☐ Completed Master

☐ Completed PhD

degree

degree

degree

☐ Completed associate
degree
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Appendix D

Survey Questionnaire for Control Group

Screener:
Q1: Have you ever worked at a hotel?
☐ Yes

☐ No

Vignette:
Control: hotel manager’s no-favoritism behaviors
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=EUD9mbnQcfE

Validity of vignette:
Q2: Based on your experience in the hotel industry, how often do you think the service
situation in the video clip shown occurs in real life?
☐Never

☐Rarely

☐Occasionally

☐Sometimes

☐Frequently

☐Usually

☐Every time

Q3: Do you think a front desk manager would behave in the way shown, when there is a
disagreement between the employee and the customer?
☐Never

☐Rarely

☐Occasionally

☐Sometimes

☐Frequently

☐Usually

☐Every time

Manipulation check about the manager’s customer-favoritism behaviors:
Now, please put yourself in the video clip as the employee and answer the following
questions.
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Q4: The manager supported the customer by satisfying his room-upgrade requirement.
☐ Strongly disagree

☐ Disagree

☐ Somewhat disagree

☐ Neither disagree or
agree

☐ Somewhat agree

☐ Agree

☐ Strongly agree

Q5: The manager was overall friendlier towards the customer.
☐ Strongly disagree

☐ Disagree

☐ Somewhat disagree

☐ Neither disagree or
agree

☐ Somewhat agree

☐ Agree

☐ Strongly agree

Q6: The manager showed more interest in talking with the customer.
☐ Strongly disagree

☐ Disagree

☐ Somewhat disagree

☐ Neither disagree or
agree

☐ Somewhat agree

☐ Agree

☐ Strongly agree

Fairness perception about the participant self:
Keep put yourself in the video clip as the employee and answer the following questions.
Q7: How favorably you think the manager treated you?
☐ Very unfavorably

☐ Somewhat favorably

☐ Unfavorably

☐ Favorably

☐ Somewhat

☐ Neither unfavorably

unfavorably

or favorably

☐ Very favorably
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Q8: How politely you think the manager treated you?
☐ Very impolitely

☐ Impolitely

☐ Somewhat impolitely

☐ Neither impolitely or
politely

☐ Somewhat politely

☐ Politely

☐ Very politely

Q9: How fair you think the manager treated you?
☐ Very unfair

☐ Unfair

☐ Somewhat unfair

☐ Somewhat fair

☐ Fair

☐ Very fair

☐ Neither unfair or fair

Manipulation check about the manager’s employee-favoritism behaviors:
Q10: The manager supported you by taking your room-upgrade suggestion.
☐ Strongly disagree

☐ Disagree

☐ Somewhat disagree

☐ Neither disagree or
agree

☐ Somewhat agree

☐ Agree

☐ Strongly agree

Q11: The manager was overall friendlier towards you.
☐ Strongly disagree

☐ Disagree

☐ Somewhat disagree

☐ Neither disagree or
agree

☐ Somewhat agree

☐ Agree

☐ Strongly agree
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Q12: The manager showed more interest in talking with you.
☐ Strongly disagree

☐ Disagree

☐ Somewhat disagree

☐ Neither disagree or
agree

☐ Somewhat agree

☐ Agree

☐ Strongly agree

Fairness perception about the customer:
Keep put yourself in the video clip as the employee and answer the following questions.
Q13: How favorably you think the manager treated the customer?
☐ Very unfavorably

☐ Somewhat favorably

☐ Unfavorably

☐ Favorably

☐ Somewhat

☐ Neither unfavorably

unfavorably

or favorably

☐ Very favorably

Q14: How politely you think the manager treated the customer?
☐ Very impolitely

☐ Impolitely

☐ Somewhat impolitely

☐ Neither impolitely or
politely

☐ Somewhat politely

☐ Politely

☐ Very politely

Q15: How fair you think the manager treated the customer?
☐ Very unfair

☐ Unfair

☐ Somewhat unfair

☐ Somewhat fair

☐ Fair

☐ Very fair

☐ Neither unfair or fair

127
Negative emotion:
Q16: As the employee in this video, how did you feel about what just happened?
Not at all

Moderately

Extremely

Angry

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Hostile

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Guilty

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Shameful

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Hotel culture and service level:
Now, tell us about the hotel you have worked at in real life!
Q17: Use the scales below to describe the culture of the hotel where you have worked at:
“Customers are always right.”

☐☐☐☐☐☐☐☐☐☐

“Employees are always right.”

“Customers come first.”

☐☐☐☐☐☐☐☐☐☐

“Employees come first.”

Q18: Indicate the regular room rate of the hotel where you have worked at:
☐ $0 - $39

☐ $40 - $79

☐ $80 - $119

☐ $120 - $159

☐ $160 - $ 199

☐ $200 - $239

☐ $240 - $279

☐ $280 - $319

☐ $320 - $359

☐ $360 - $400
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Personal injustice sensitivity from the perspective of a victim:
Q19: To what extent you feel angry when others receive the rewards which you have
earned:
☐ Not at all

☐

☐

☐Moderately

☐

☐

☐Extremely

Q20: To what extent you feel angry when others are undeservingly better off than you:
☐ Not at all

☐

☐

☐Moderately

☐

☐

☐Extremely

Personal injustice sensitivity from the perspective of an observer:
Q21: To what extent you feel angry when someone does not get a reward he/she has
earned:
☐ Not at all

☐

☐

☐Moderately

☐

☐

☐Extremely

Q22: To what extent you feel angry when someone is undeservingly worse off than you:
☐ Not at all

☐

☐

☐Moderately

☐

☐

☐Extremely

Customer service training:
Q23: Have you ever received customer service training?
☐ Yes

☐ No

Demographics:
Q24: What is your gender?
☐ Male

☐ Female
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Q25: What is your age?
Q26: What is the highest level of education you completed?
☐ Did not complete high

☐ Completed high

school

school

☐ Completed Bachelor

☐ Completed Master

☐ Completed PhD

degree

degree

degree

☐ Some college

☐ Completed associate
degree

